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Abstract 
 
School social workers are currently in a unique position to support and lead schools 
through the change process initiated by districts’ adoption of a Response to Intervention model.  
This dissertation describes an exploratory study to develop and pilot-test a self-administered 
survey for use by school social workers for the purpose of assessing the effectiveness of school 
social work practice.  The survey was developed using DeVellis’ 8-step process for survey 
design.    The survey consisted of four subscales theorized to measure school social worker 
effectiveness as determined by a review of current literature in the field: Response to 
Intervention, Evidence-Based Practice, School Climate, and Roles and Leadership.  The survey 
was pilot tested with 105 school social workers in Hillsborough County, Florida.  Reliability and 
validity of the instrument was assessed through SPSS using Cronbach’s alpha and exploratory 
factor analysis.  Once adjusted for negatively-worded items and dropping items that failed to 
load, four factors emerged explaining almost 44% of total variance.  Cronbach’s alpha analysis 
of the final scale length of 27 items resulted in values of .815 for the Evidence-Based Practice 
subscale, .792 for the Response to Intervention subscale, .676 for the School Climate subscale, 
and .726 for the Roles and Leadership subscale.  These values indicate that the final instrument 
has good internal consistency reliability.  An additional item was rewritten for clarity and 
included in the 28-item version of the survey suggested for use in future research. 
Analysis of the collected data indicated that the survey demonstrates both validity and 
reliability, making it a useful tool for school-based social workers; suggestions for further 
development of the survey and future directions for research are discussed.  The Professional 
 vi 
 
School Social Work Survey can serve as a means of both self-assessment and planning for 
professional development.
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Chapter One 
Introduction 
Problem Statement 
 
Over the past forty years, a small number of studies have sought to describe the tasks performed 
by school social workers (Allen-Meares, 1994; Costin, 1969; Kelly et al., 2010a; Peckover et al., 
2013; Whittlesey-Jerome, 2013).  These studies reflect a challenge inherent to the practice of 
social work:  practitioners within a profession built on broad ethical principles and diverse skills 
are continually seeking professional status by delineating profession-specific tasks in pursuit of 
distinction (Germain, 2006).  Descriptive studies, while helpful in illustrating the diversity of 
school social work practice, do not adequately portray the impact of those services on the school 
system and its constituents.  It is important to know not just what skills are required, but also the 
relative significance of the roles school social workers assume and the programs and 
interventions they execute.  
Knowing the impact of school social work services is imperative on several fronts.  
Federal laws mandate that schools perform to nationally established standards (NCLB, 2001) and 
clearly delineate the expected methods of achieving those standards (IDEA, 2004).  Most states 
currently have initiatives that include formalized intervention strategies that are data-driven and 
evidence-based (Clark & Alvarez, 2010).  Modern school reform initiatives are focusing not just 
on student academic outcomes, but include assessment of teacher performance, school climate, 
school-community collaboration, and the myriad social-emotional components of school culture 
(Erickson, 2004; Lindahl, 2011). 
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 For over 100 years, school social workers have served schools in the primary capacity of 
linking teachers, students, and families in order to increase student success (Constable, 2009).  
Current school social work roles have simultaneously broadened in scope to include community 
collaboration and narrowed in focus to include an array of specific academic, behavioral, and 
social-emotional interventions (Kelly, Raines, Stone, & Frey, 2010c).  The range of skills 
necessary to perform this wide spectrum of tasks is well-documented in previous studies; what is 
unknown is the relative impact of these roles and tasks in facilitating the development of 
effective learning environments. 
 The measurement of educational effectiveness is of paramount importance to legislators 
and funding sources, as evidenced by multiple state and federal initiatives for education reform 
(Alvarez et al., 2012; Manwaring, 2011).  Under these initiatives, educators and other school-
based professionals serving students are currently being held to high standards of accountability 
and must be able to demonstrate the effectiveness of academic interventions. A key component 
of one widely-adopted education framework is the ability of the educator to reflect on practice, 
or self-assess (Danielson, 2007).  This is a skill that school social workers will also need to 
demonstrate, in that they do or soon will fall under the same rigorous evaluation criteria as 
educators and other school-based professionals. School social workers will need to have a 
thorough understanding of the measures by which their practice effectiveness will be evaluated 
within an educational setting (Alvarez et al., 2012).   
 Knowing what works best is also essential to educating a population of professional 
school social workers.  This knowledge can be used to design masters-level social work courses 
as well as continuing education and professional development programs.  It can be used at the 
school district level to assign and fund social work positions in a logical, needs-based fashion.  
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This knowledge can be used at the organization level to allocate services and resources to 
achieve maximum benefit to students.  Perhaps most significantly to the field of social work, 
having the means to self-assess professional assets can finally do away with social workers’ 
perceived professional identity crisis (Morris, 2008). 
Purpose of the Study 
The goal of this study was to design, evaluate, and pilot test a survey for use by school 
social workers to self-assess the effectiveness of practice tasks and roles in the host educational 
setting.  The instrument developed during this study is a self-assessment tool that was made 
available in both web-based and paper/pencil formats.  The rationale behind the survey 
development was that no such instrument exists to measure the relative impact of roles and tasks 
performed by school social workers on student and school success; previous survey research has 
obtained primarily descriptive data (Allen-Meares, 1994; Costin, 1969; Kelly et al., 2010a; 
Peckover et al., 2013; Whittlesey-Jerome, 2013).  The value of assessing the impact of school 
social work services on student and school success cannot be underestimated in light of current 
education reform initiatives, accountability requirements, and economic conditions (Kelly et al., 
2010c). 
Research Questions 
This exploratory study consisted of developing and pilot testing a survey intended to 
examine to what degree school social work leadership roles, use of evidence-based practice, use 
of universal preventive interventions, and contribution to positive school climate impact school 
social worker practice effectiveness.  These four practice components were determined through a 
comprehensive literature review to be most directly correlated with the ethics of effective social 
work practice in the school setting.  In addition, each component can be found within the 
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National Association of Social Workers’ Standards for School Social Work Practice as a crucial 
aspect of competent professional service delivery (NASW, 2012). 
In order to determine the reliability, validity and usefulness of the survey, the following 
research questions were explored: 
1. To what extent do the instrument items exhibit construct validity as measured by factor 
analyses? 
2. To what extent does the instrument adequately capture the domains of school social 
workers’ level of leadership (role), use of evidence-based practice, use of universal 
preventive interventions, and assessment of school climate? 
3. To what extent do the instrument items demonstrate an acceptable level of internal 
consistency reliability as measured by Cronbach’s alpha? 
Target Population 
Because the survey that was created is intended for use by school social work 
practitioners, the target population for this study was school social workers in the state of 
Florida.  Florida school social workers were selected for three primary reasons: 
 Florida is the practice state of the researcher 
 Florida is conducting extensive research in order to evaluate the impact of the Response 
to Intervention (commonly referred to as “RtI”) model.  The proposed survey has the RtI 
model and theory as its foundation. 
 At the time the proposed survey was developed, Florida’s Hillsborough County Public 
School District was in the process of designing a new system of evaluation for school 
social workers as part of the Empowering Effective Teachers grant provided by the Bill 
and Melinda Gates Foundation. 
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Definition of Terms 
For the purposes of this study, the following terms are defined. 
Accountability.  Under NCLB, accountability is defined as how states meet the 
requirement to enable the academic proficiency and improve academic outcomes for all students, 
particularly those who are economically disadvantaged (US Dept. of Education, nd.). 
HCPS.  Hillsborough County Public Schools is commonly abbreviated with the acronym 
HCPS. 
IDEA.  The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 2004 is federal law that 
“mandates how states and public agencies provide early intervention, special education and 
related services to children with disabilities” (US Dept. of Education, nd., para. 4). 
NCLB.  No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 is federal legislation that “establishes how 
school districts are to use federal funds, and makes particular provision for services provided to 
disadvantaged student” (US Dept. of Education nd., para 1). 
Response to Intervention (RtI).  This phrase refers to the multi-tiered framework for 
providing evidence-based academic and behavioral interventions in order to facilitate learning 
for all students (Clark & Alvarez, 2010). 
School climate.  This refers to the general atmosphere of a school as reported by 
students, parents and staff;  a positive school climate is indicative of a school’s supportive and 
proactive policies and protocols (National School Climate Center, nd.). 
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Chapter Two 
Literature Review 
 
Introduction 
There is a large and growing body of research pertaining to education improvement, 
educator accountability, Response to Intervention (RtI) models, and school social workers’ roles 
in today’s changing schools.  This chapter will describe the history and evolution of school social 
workers’ roles in education.  The history and rationale of RtI as it relates to special and general 
education will be explained, as will the need for school social workers to embrace this paradigm 
shift.  As this research project focused on the development of a survey for use by school social 
workers, the history of survey use by school social workers and methods of survey design will be 
discussed. 
History of School Social Work 
 Social workers’ presence in public schools began in the early 20th century when public 
agencies partnered with schools in allowing “visiting teachers” to collaborate between schools 
and families to increase communication (Constable & Alvarez, 2006).  Attendance became 
compulsory in many states in the early part of the century, and the understanding that school 
attendance was affected by social and environmental influences led to the creation of school-
based social work services (Dupper, 2003).  The focus of school social work services fluctuated 
along with social and scientific focus:  in the 1920’s and 1930’s, an interest in mental hygiene 
turned social workers away from a family/community focus to a clinical focus on casework with 
students exhibiting emotional and behavioral disorders (Germain, 2006).  The focus swung again 
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to societal concerns with the economic crisis of the Great Depression, and the pendulum 
continued to swing until the 1960’s when federal legislation became the determinant of services 
provided to children by schools (Dupper, 2003). 
 At about the same time, perspectives on the root causes of children’s school-related 
problems began the final shift away from person-focused to environment-focused.  Research in 
school social work sought to discover whether school social workers were prepared to move 
from a clinical orientation to a collaborative model (Costin, 1975).  Although many did, the 
overall practice model for school social work became dual focused: micro level interventions 
with individual students and families on the one hand, and macro interventions with school and 
community resources on the other (Germain, 2006).  Although this duality has led to some 
professional role ambiguity, recently researchers have argued that the skills obtained in 
practicing along a continuum make school social workers ideally situated for leadership roles 
under modern school reform initiatives (Frey & Dupper, 2005). 
Current Issues in School Social Work 
Of the many laws and court rulings that impacted education, the first federal act that 
officially recognized school social workers was the Education for all Handicapped Children Act 
passed in 1975 (Dupper, 2003).  The Act guaranteed a free public education for students with 
disabilities, protection of the rights of children with disabilities, and improvement of the methods 
by which disabilities were determined (US Dept. of Education, nd).  This Act was renamed The 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) in 1990, with amendments in 1997 and 2004. 
Current practices in school social work are as diverse as the population served; 
comprehensive practice guides address interventions for students with mental disorders, 
developmental disabilities, health conditions, and behavior problems.  School social workers 
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must be proficient at assessment, counseling, and case management.  School social workers 
routinely collaborate with teachers, parents, administrators, and community liaisons.  They must 
be effective writers, cognizant of relevant laws and ethical guidelines, and adept at accessing and 
maximizing available resources (Franklin, Harris, & Allen-Meares, 2006).  In short, school 
social workers are required to possess a wide variety of skills and a diverse knowledge base. 
Because of this broad practice scope, research in the field of school social work has 
focused on detailing precisely what tasks school social workers perform (Allen-Meares, 1994; 
Costin, 1969;; Kelly et al., 2010a).  What is missing is assessment of the relative impact and 
effectiveness of those tasks.  It is essential that such assessment be conducted as federal laws and 
state initiatives demand increasing levels of accountability from education professionals. 
Response to Intervention.  Accountability has consistently been a focus of education 
reform, but it gained particular emphasis with the passing of the No Child Left Behind Act of 
2001(NCLB) (Frank & Lynch, 2006).  Under NCLB, states are required to establish 
accountability plans for student assessment, measurement of achievement, and closing race-
based achievement gaps.  Penalties for schools that fail to make adequate gains in academic 
achievement are clearly outlined, as are required financial obligations and incentives for schools 
in need of improvement (US Dept. of Education, nd.).  
The other federal legislation that profoundly impacted states’ education reform initiatives 
is the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 2004 (IDEA).  This legislation protects the 
rights of children with disabilities to Free Appropriate Public Education (FAPE), and specifically 
outlines the services and accommodations that must be provided.  Included in the legislation are 
procedures and requirements for assessment, service provision including early intervention, 
educational setting, and accommodations for students with physical, mental, and 
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emotional/behavioral disabilities (US Dept. of Education, nd.).  The model currently in use by 
schools to meet the mandates for equal educational access for all students set forth by IDEA is 
the Response to Intervention model (Clark & Tilly, 2010). 
The Response to Intervention (RtI) model is broadly defined as a three-tiered, hierarchal 
plan for improving student (academic and behavioral) performance (Cark & Tilly, 2010).  The 
model is based on a medical triage concept, wherein treatment of patients is determined utilizing 
data collected over time and responses to interventions are monitored and assessed for 
effectiveness (Gresham, 2007).  The fundamental difference between the RtI model and previous 
traditional approaches to educating underperforming students is that the RtI model presumes that 
all children are capable of learning, though not at the same rate or with the same proficiency 
(Howell, Patton, & Deiotte, 2008). 
The RtI model was firmly established by the IDEA regulation that early, evidence-based 
interventions are to be used in determining whether a student has a specific learning disability 
(US Dept. of Education, nd.).  Although the RtI model was commonly used in other professions 
(Gresham, 2007), its widespread adoption by schools occurred in response to IDEA (Jimerson, 
Burns, & VanDerHeyden, 2007).  The RtI model is now widely used in school districts across 
the country and is becoming firmly established as the national model for both disability 
determination and preventive academic intervention with a general education population (Sailor, 
2009). 
 School social workers are in the early stages of adopting the RtI model, and research 
shows that while the tasks performed by school social workers fit well within the RtI framework, 
there is evidence that the language and principles of RtI are not well understood (Kelly et al, 
2010b).  Sabatino (2009) argues that some of the tasks routinely performed by school social 
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workers need merely to be formalized in order to be understood as adhering to RtI principles.  
Clarke and Alvarez (2010) posit that the application of evidence-based practices and the 
development of data-collection and evaluation systems are central to aligning school social work 
practice with the RtI model.   
 The three-tiered RtI model is usually depicted graphically as a pyramid with interventions 
falling into one of three tiers or levels of intensity: universal, targeted, and intensive (Howell et  
al., 2008).  An alternate model depicts the pyramid divided into academic and behavioral 
interventions (Clark & Alvarez, 2010).  In either example, the tiers are broken down as follows: 
 Universal interventions are those delivered to all students within the school setting and 
are preventive in nature.   
 Targeted interventions are delivered to small groups of students who do not respond to 
universal supports at the same rate or with the same degree of responsiveness as the 
majority of students.   
 Intensive interventions are delivered one-on-one or in very small groups of students who 
do not respond to universal or targeted interventions (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2014). 
At every level or tier, instruction and evidence-informed interventions are delivered with fidelity 
and include methods of data collection, screening, and progress monitoring in order to measure 
responsiveness and assess student strengths (National Center on Response to Intervention, nd.).  
Figure 1 illustrates the RtI model as it has been designed by Florida’s Multi-Tiered Systems of 
Support, a collaborative effort between the Florida Department of education and the University 
of South Florida (FLDOE, N.D.)  Figure 2 illustrates Florida’s Problem Solving model, which 
has been adopted and endorsed by Hillsborough County Public Schools. 
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Figure 1.  Florida’s Response to Intervention Model, reprinted with permission from fldoe.org 
 
 
Figure 2.  HCPS Problem Solving model (Harris et al., 2014) 
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Research indicates that the majority of school social work activities take place within the 
second and third tiers of the RtI model (Kelly et al., 2010a, Kelly & Stone, 2009).  This reflects a 
clinical focus that remains in effect despite the national presence of the RtI model in schools, a 
plethora of professional research, and practice standards set forth by the National Association of 
Social Workers (NASW) stating that  all school professionals are responsible for delivering 
universal interventions (NASW, 2012; Phillippo & Stone, 2011).  National reviews of MSW 
programs indicate that fewer than 50% of programs contain any course work specific to social 
work practice in schools (Mumm & Bye, 2011), and existing courses and concentrations 
continue to maintain a clinical focus on counseling and special education services (Berzin & 
O’Connor, 2010).  The National Association of Social Workers (2012) specifically states that 
school social workers require specialized training that “should be provided by social work 
education programs” (p. 8) and that school social workers are obligated to seek out appropriate 
training when it is not provided by an accredited institution.  An electronic search within the 
PsycINFO and Social Work Abstracts Plus databases indicated that very little research is 
currently available that assesses what universal interventions are being delivered by school social 
workers or whether these interventions are effective (Allan-Mears, 2013). 
The ability to accurately assess student needs, identify appropriate interventions, and 
evaluate the effectiveness of those interventions are crucial skills when practicing under the RtI 
model (Sabatino, Kelly, Moriarty & Lean, 2013).  Under current economic conditions and 
accountability requirements, school social workers are expected to demonstrate practice 
effectiveness just as are teachers (Wittlesey-Jerome, 2013).  School social work intervention 
research is a developing field and there is little formal knowledge available regarding the specific 
impact of interventions on student outcomes (Alvarez, Bye, Bryant, & Mumm, 2013).  However, 
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demonstrating effectiveness via use of evidence-based practices, data collection, and practice 
evaluation conform with both the standards of RtI and the ethics guiding social work practice 
(NASW, nd.) 
Evidence-Based Practice.  Research strongly supports the use of evidence-based 
practice (EBP) in the school social work field (Franklin et al., 2006).  With roots in the medical 
model, EBP is a formal process of using research, clinical expertise, and a client-centered focus 
to critically evaluate clinical interventions (Thyer & Myers, 2010).  The integration of research 
with clinical practice has always been central to the values of social work, but the historical 
dearth of research specific to the field has been a barrier to both professionalization of social 
work as an applied science and to the adoption of EBP by social workers (Rubin, 2010).  This 
has recently changed: since the 1990s, increasing numbers of studies have been published 
empirically demonstrating the effectiveness of social work interventions, supporting the fact that 
EBP is both possible and feasible (Mullen & Shuluk, 2010). 
One overlooked aspect of EBP is the documentation by practitioners of the effectiveness 
of their own practice-based clinical interventions (Rzepnicki, McCracken & Briggs, 2012).  
Within the RtI model, collecting and organizing data in order to assess intervention effectiveness 
and disseminating results to professional colleagues is a crucial aspect of the data-based decision 
making model (Kelly et al., 2010c).  However, research indicates that neither school-based social 
workers nor clinical practice-based social workers typically engage in such data-collection 
activities (O’Hare & Collins, 1997, 2000; Wittlesey-Jerome, 2013). 
 As schools adopt RtI models and evaluative processes evolve, school social workers will 
be required to demonstrate their practice effectiveness and impact.  A proactive approach to 
leadership, intervention delivery, and program evaluation will be of paramount importance to 
 14 
 
professional growth and stability (Beauchemin & Kelly, 2009). It is essential that social workers 
continue to develop a body of profession-specific knowledge and research, and one way to go 
about this is to increase the array of available instruments (Holosko, 2010).  Practice evaluation 
is a component of EBP (Baker et al., 2010) as well as an ethical mandate; the National 
Association of Social Workers’ Code of Ethics demands it (NASW, 2008). 
 The most frequently cited reason for not utilizing EBP is lack of time and resources, but 
research shows that in many cases practitioners are simply unaware of available resources 
(Falzon, Davidson & Bruns, 2010).  One such resource for school social workers is the journal 
Children & Schools, which regularly reviews tools and interventions in current usage (Alvarez & 
Anderson-Ketchmark, 2009).  It is imperative that school social workers avail themselves of 
these resources, particularly within the framework of RtI.  As schools go through the change 
process of implementing RtI and the accompanying data-driven decision-making processes, 
school leaders will need the expertise unique to school social workers (Lawson, 2010).  School 
social workers are critically important to support schools through the change process due to their 
systems focus, multidisciplinary team leadership skills, and clinical proficiency (Corbin, 2005; 
Hovmand, 2008, Mendenhall, Iachini, & Anderson-Butcher, 2013).   
Role and Leadership.  At the core of RtI implementation within schools is the 
formulation of the problem-solving team, the group of school-based professionals that designs, 
monitors, and evaluates the RtI process (Nellis, 2012).  School social workers are in an ideal 
position to assume leadership roles on problem-solving teams due to their unique skill set and 
their practice philosophy and theoretical base.  RtI models center on an ecological, systems- and 
strengths-based framework, all of which are foundational concepts of social work theory and 
practice (Clark & Alvarez, 2010).  School social work services are rooted in a collaborative, 
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consultative model of bridging education stakeholders for the benefit of all students (Costin, 
1975).  Community collaboration is an identified area of need in RtI research (Sulkowsi, 
Wingfield, Jones, & Coulter, 2011).  Assessment and evaluation are core skill sets of the school 
social worker, lending expertise in intervention planning and evaluation (Constable & Thomas, 
2006). 
 Researchers have repeatedly made the recommendation that school social workers 
assume leadership roles within RtI frameworks and school reform processes (Corbin, 2005; 
Sabatino, 2009; Beauchemin & Kelly, 2009).  However school social workers continue to 
struggle with defining their roles and assuming leadership positions (Avant, 2014).  Leadership 
within the RtI framework has typically been assumed by school psychologists (O'Connor & 
Freeman, 2012) despite a lack of the collaborative skills which are essential to effective 
implementation of the RtI model (Sulkowski et al., 2011).  A key mandated component of the 
RtI model is active parent involvement (FLDOE, 2008), which has historically been at the very 
foundation of school social work practice (Costin, 1969).  Considering this, and the NASW 
Standard of “interdisciplinary leadership” (NASW, 2012, p. 13), it is important to assess what 
leadership roles school social workers are assuming and the impact those roles have on practice 
effectiveness. 
School Climate.  The ecological- and systems-focused aspect of RtI (Clark & Alvarez, 
2010) demands that school climate be considered when assessing the impact and effectiveness of 
academic and behavioral interventions (Meyers, Meyers, Graybill, Proctor, & Huddleston, 2012).  
School climate reflects the attitudes of students, parents, teachers and other school personnel in 
regards to all aspects of the school environment, to include behavioral expectations and student 
performance (Bradshaw, Koth, Thornton, & Leaf, 2009).  A positive school climate has been 
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directly linked to higher rates of academic achievement (O’Malley, Voight, Renshaw, & Eklund, 
2014), improved school behaviors (Hopson & Lee, 2011), and lower rates of student dropout 
(Archambault, Janosz, Fally, & Pagani, 2009).  Furthermore, a school’s climate can determine 
the quality of relationships it has with the local community, including business partnerships that 
provide schools with valuable resources (Monkman, 2009). 
 A number of valid and reliable instruments are available to measure the various domains 
comprising school climate (Freiberg, 2007; Kohl, Recchia, & Steffgen, 2013).  One study 
identified the five most common domains in existing measures of school climate to be feeling 
safe and fairly treated; level of student academic performance; quality of peer relationships; 
physical condition of the school; and feelings of connectedness to the school (Zullig, Koopman, 
Patton, & Ubbes, 2010).  The Comprehensive School Climate Survey has empirical support for 
being one assessment that addresses these five domains (Gangi, 2010).  Use of such assessments 
is increasing among schools and districts, and has the backing of the U.S. Department of 
Education (Thapa, Cohen, Guffey, & Higgins-D’Alessandro, 2013). 
In a comprehensive review of current research on school climate, the Center for Social 
and Emotional Learning (2010) demonstrated evidence of the direct relationship between 
positive learning environments and student performance.  School social workers practice within 
and between multiple systems impacting school climate (Hopson & Lawson, 2011).  Assessing 
the ways in which school social workers contribute to positive school climate through such 
common professional activities as social/emotional interventions, collaborating with 
stakeholders, engaging parents, and strengthening school/community partnerships (Hopson & 
Lawson, 2011) is an important aspect of measuring school social work practice effectiveness. 
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Surveys in School Social Work 
 Survey research is an effective way to measure both the current status of a sample 
population and its preparedness for change (Tourangeau, 2004).  Survey data are ideally suited 
for the purposes of edifying, evaluating, and hypothesizing causes and solutions to social 
conditions or problems (Babbie, 1990). Survey use in school social work has until now been 
primarily descriptive in nature (Allen-Meares, 1994; Costin, 1969; Kelly et al., 2010a), but there 
is enormous potential to use survey data to measure impact and efficacy in addressing issues of 
accountability (Massat, McKay, & Moses, 2009). Surveys have also demonstrated usefulness in 
school needs assessments (Cohen & Angeles, 2006). 
 A review of current research indicates that there are no surveys currently in use by/for 
school social workers that gather more than descriptive data.   Kelly et al. (2010a) developed a 
national survey that collected practice-level information from 1,639 school social workers, 
concluding that little has changed since earlier surveys gathered similar information (Allen-
Meares, 1994; Costin, 1969; Dibble, 2008).  An Iowa study based on previous research by Costin 
and Allen-Meares (Peckover et al., 2013) predicted change in practice tasks with the adoption of 
RtI models, and called for further analysis of school social work practice across the nation.  A 
2010 study involving school social workers in New Mexico (Whittlesey-Jerome, 2013) measured 
concepts based on Kelley’s study and practice outcomes evaluation research, concluding with the 
finding that school social workers are prepared to evaluate their practice but do not typically 
have the means to do so.  O’Hare and Collins (1997) developed the Practice Skills Inventory, an 
instrument designed to measure the efficacy of clinical social work practices among MSW 
interns that was found to be a valid and reliable measure of the frequency with which 
therapeutic, evaluative, and case-management skills were utilized.  Subsequent analyses of the 
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instrument with experienced clinical social workers supported the instrument’s validity and 
reliability, but lacked connection between self-reported practice skills and client outcomes 
(O’Hare & Collins, 2000; O’Hare, Collins, & Walsh, 1998).  Furthermore, the authors suggested 
that such an instrument would provide more useful information if developed specifically to 
capture skills and practices relevant to the client base served (O’Hare, Tran, & Collins, 2002).  
To date, no such instrument has been developed for use by school social workers (Dupper, 
2014). 
Survey Design and Validation 
 Survey research has a long history in the social sciences, and the survey is a valuable tool 
in obtaining a great deal of data within a logical, specific, and empirically verifiable format 
(Babbie, 1990).  Surveys provide researchers with the means of measuring psychological and 
behavioral phenomena that are difficult or impossible to assess any other way (DeVellis, 2003).  
Useful and scientifically sound surveys are essential tools in the social sciences, and samples of 
newly-developed scales abound in professional literature.  However, there is great diversity in 
the quality and utility of these scales, and creating a useful and scientifically sound scale entails 
adherence to specific principles of measurement design (Clark & Watson, 1995).  The 
development of valid and reliable scales specific to use in the field of social work is essential to 
the movement toward evidence-based practice (Unick & Stone, 2010). 
 Currently under revision, the 2014 Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing 
emphasizes establishing validity and reliability in test construction (American Educational 
Research Association, American Psychological Association, & National Council of 
Measurement in Education, 2014).  In response to early attempts to define validity, Cronbach 
and Meehl (1955) published an article that established four types of validation that researchers 
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must achieve in scale development: predictive validity, concurrent validity, content validity, and 
construct validity.  Combined as criterion-centered validity, predictive and concurrent validity 
are determined after data has been collected, so are less germane to the development of a scale 
than are content and construct validity (Loevinger, 1957).  Content validity is determined 
deductively as the researcher determines that test items are relevant to the construct(s) being 
examined (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955).  Construct validation is the rigorous examination of 
whether a test accurately measures specific attributes or phenomena and is a process involving 
articulation of a theory, hypothesizing constructs (attributes, behaviors, etc.) predicted by the 
theory, and assessing the relationship between item responses and hypothesized constructs (Clark 
& Watson, 1995). 
 In developing a survey, it is essential to define the constructs to be investigated and the 
theory supporting them (Clark & Watson, 1995).  Clear conceptualization of constructs allows 
the researcher to develop test items that reflect the constructs as observable and measurable traits 
or behaviors; the theoretic basis of constructs informs how the researcher interprets test item 
responses (Loevinger, 1957).  The resulting initial pool of items should be comprehensive, 
thorough, (Loevinger, 1957), and clearly articulated (Simms, 2007).  In order for a new measure 
to be deemed useful, it must undergo thorough psychometric assessment at every stage of 
development (Marshall et al., 2007). 
 In considering reliability of a measure during its development, homogeneity is key 
(Loevinger, 1957).  Internal consistency is the extent to which items addressing a construct are 
intercorrelated (DeVellis, 2003).  However, it is important that items reflect true homogeneity 
and are not multiple rephrasings of the same question (Loevinger, 1957).  A measure’s internal 
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consistency reliability and its construct validity are ideally balanced to allow for richness of 
meaning and utility in measuring concepts that are not operationally defined (Babbie, 1990). 
 Classical Test Theory (CTT) is the most commonly-utilized measurement framework for 
research in the social sciences (Unick & Stone, 2010).  In the CTT model, it is assumed that an 
individual’s raw or observed score on a measure is equal to a true score plus a component of 
random error (X = T + E) (Brennan, 2011).  The reliability of a measure designed within the 
CTT framework can be assessed after multiple applications of the measure to obtain a 
generalizable standard error of measurement (Kline, 2005).  Classical Test Theory framework 
allows the researcher to assess the utility of both individual item difficulty (the p value) and the 
measure as a whole (Fan, 1998).  
Summary of the Study 
 The current study was conducted in order to develop a valid and reliable tool for 
assessing school social workers’ practice effectiveness.  Because such a tool does not currently 
exist, and due to increasing emphasis on accountability by all school-based professionals, the 
development of the survey resulting from this study provides valuable information to both 
practitioners and social work educators about what skills school social workers are using.  
Additionally, the instrument can be used as a means of assessing professional development and 
continuing education needs.  The aim of the present quantitative exploratory study was to 
develop an instrument that demonstrates reliability and validity.  Although several surveys exist 
to assess the types of tasks school social workers perform, to date there is no survey that 
measures the relative value of those tasks as they relate to effective practice.  It was hypothesized 
that the instrument, after undergoing several stages of development and modification, would 
adequately measure four domains that reflect effective practice skills.  Those domains, based on 
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a comprehensive review of current literature, were identified by the researcher as Response to 
Intervention, Evidence Based Practice, Role and Leadership, and School Climate. 
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Chapter Three 
Method 
 The purpose of the current research study was to create a survey for use by school social 
workers to measure the effectiveness of practice.  Despite the fact that there is much research 
available regarding the specific tasks performed by school social workers, no instrument 
currently exists that is able to capture the relative importance of those tasks as they relate to 
practice effectiveness (Alvarez et al., 2012).  The survey created during the research presented in 
this dissertation was designed as a self-report measure that may be utilized to assess what 
practices and skill sets result in effective practice.  Four domains were determined through a 
comprehensive review of current literature to form subscales measuring practice effectiveness: 
Response to Intervention, Evidence Based Practice, Role and Leadership, and School Climate.  
Data collected from a pilot test of the instrument was used to determine the survey’s validity and 
reliability as a self-assessment measure.  The present chapter describes the research design, 
research questions, and the process of developing and testing the survey including sample 
description, and the methods of data analysis. 
Research Questions 
 
In order to determine the reliability, validity and usefulness of the survey, the following 
research questions were explored: 
1. To what extent do the instrument items exhibit construct validity as measured by factor analyses? 
2. To what extent does the instrument adequately capture the domains of school social 
workers’ level of leadership (role), use of evidence-based practice, use of universal 
preventive interventions, and assessment of school climate? 
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3. To what extent do the instrument items demonstrate an acceptable level of internal 
consistency reliability as measured by Cronbach’s alpha? 
Research Design  
 
Survey data, when analyzed using advanced statistical methods, is a common means of 
social investigation (Czaja & Blair, 2005). This research study developed a survey instrument 
that measures school social workers’ tasks and roles which have been found via an extensive 
review of current literature to most positively impact students’ and schools’ success. Self-
evaluation is essential to accountability for school social workers (Farwell & Sohng, 2009); 
because no such survey currently exists for comparative purposes, this study utilized a cross- 
sectional design in order to assess the psychometric properties of the researcher-developed 
survey.  As such, the study sample was purposively selected based upon the research aims. 
Procedures.  A non-experimental purposive sampling method was used for piloting the 
instrument. Classical Test Theory (CTT) was the measurement framework guiding the 
instrument development.  The instrument was designed to serve the purpose of a self-assessment 
tool for school social workers. The instrument’s possible benefit as a needs-assessment tool is 
also considered. The constructs measured by the instrument were determined and defined by way 
of a comprehensive review of literature.  The constructs thus identified as impacting school 
social workers’ practice effectiveness are Response to Intervention, Evidence Based Practices, 
Role and Leadership, and School Climate. 
  Because the school social work survey was generated from the research, an essential 
component of the study was to assess the reliability and validity of the survey instrument.  A 
pool of questions was generated by the researcher based upon the review of literature.  A panel 
of experts analyzed the items for face validity and content validity.  Based on the panel’s 
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feedback, the initial item pool was redacted and revised for clarity, specificity, and neutrality.   
The remaining pool of items was included in the version of the survey that was pilot-tested with 
social workers serving the Hillsborough County Public School district in Florida.  The final 
version of the survey was determined based upon exploratory factor analysis of pilot-test data. 
 This study was approved by both the Hillsborough County Public School district (see 
Appendix F) and the University of South Florida Institutional Review Board (IRB) (see 
Appendix G).  A subsequent modification to the IRB application was made on January 13, 2014 
to allow data collected to be provided to Hillsborough County Public Schools as part of a 
separate project.  District personnel’s direct interest in the study allowed for data collection to 
take place during employee work hours (see Appendix F, item 4).  Because no identifying 
information was contained in any of the data collected, the IRB determined that the study met 
criteria for Federal Exemption.  No written informed consent was required in the collection of 
data for this study.  All participants were provided with a description of the study (see Appendix 
H) stating that participation in the research was voluntary and identifying information would not 
be collected. The initial administration of the survey took place during a department meeting of 
school social workers serving Hillsborough County Public Schools.  The study was described 
and all staff present were provided with the written description (see Appendix H) and the survey 
in paper format (see Appendix E).  Participants were given 15 minutes prior to the lunch break to 
complete the surveys.  Boxes were located at each exit, from which the surveys were retrieved by 
the researcher.  The study data has been maintained by the researcher in a locked file. 
 A second administration of the survey was conducted electronically using Survey 
Monkey software.  The electronic version contained the same description in email form, with the 
additional instruction that staff were to complete the survey only if they had not already done so.  
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A link to the survey located at Survey Monkey was imbedded in the email.  Participants were 
given two months to complete the online version of the survey.  One reminder email was sent 
one month following the initial email.  All data for the study were collected during these two 
administrations. 
Development of the Survey Instrument 
The survey instrument was developed following the DeVellis’ 8-step guidelines of scale 
development (DeVellis, 2003).   A comprehensive review of current literature informed the 
selection of the survey’s constructs (Response to Intervention, Evidence Based Practices, Role 
and Leadership, and School Climate).    The literature review was conducted using the databases 
PsycINFO and Social Work Abstracts Plus.  The initial search term “school social worker 
practice effectiveness” was expanded based upon common themes present in the resulting 
literature.  Subsequent search terms include “response to intervention,” “evidence-based practice 
and schools”, “school social work and roles,” and “school climate.”  Additional search terms 
“survey design,” and “survey development” informed the selection of the survey design method.  
DeVellis’(2003) guidelines for survey development include practical suggestions such as clearly 
identifying what is to be measured, determining the appropriate format for measurement, expert 
panel review of initial items, and pilot-testing the survey.  DeVellis (2003) also recommends that 
survey developers aim for an optimal survey length that avoids respondent burden resulting from 
overly lengthy surveys while maintaining an acceptable level of reliability. 
The generation of items was further informed by the work of Michael Kelly (M. Kelly, 
personal communication, February 19, 2013) and Wanda Jerome-Whittlesley (W. Jerome-
Whitelesey, personal communication, July 3, 2013) via direct communication and published 
literature.  The School Services Sourcebook (Franklin, Harris, & Allen-Meares, 2013) includes 
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specific evidence-based interventions and is the text endorsed by Hillsborough County Public 
Schools as a practice resource manual for school social workers. This text serves as a source of 
evidence based- and best-practices for school-based mental health professionals and has been 
provided as a resource manual for all school social workers in Hillsborough County Public 
Schools.  Items for the Professional School Social Worker Survey were written to address best-
practices as delineated by the above sources in addition to an existing survey of school climate 
(NSCC, n.d.). 
Item Pool Development. An initial pool of 81 items was generated by the researcher 
based on DeVellis’ recommendation that an initial pool be at least four times the size of the final 
scale (DeVellis, 2003).  A final scale length of 28 items, 21 of them addressing 4 subscales and 
an additional 7 items collecting demographic data, was identified as the optimal length for a 
survey of this type, taking respondent burden or fatigue into consideration (Czaja, & Blair, 
2005).  Classical Test Theory provided the framework for question/response generation 
(DeVellis, 2003). Because the survey resulting from this study seeks to assess the effectiveness 
of social work practices as opposed to the specific qualities of the individuals taking the survey 
(such as would be the case in the development of a test of cognitive ability), Classical Test 
Theory is the appropriate framework for the survey development and assessment of its reliability.  
The survey items are closed-ended and were written to capture domain dimensions with 
specificity and clarity (Babbie, 1990).  Suggestions offered by Simms (2008) and Czaja and Blair 
(2005) were followed in the writing of items during survey construction.  Examples of item-
writing principles from Simms’ text  include such recommendations that items be written with 
simple language that is emotionally neutral and free of slang or colloquial terms, blend positively 
and negatively worded items, and avoid using pejorative  language.  Simms also recommends 
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using a reasonably-numbered Likert scale response choices in order to increase response 
reliability.  Czaja and Blair (2005) ask the survey developer to consider such questions as 
whether items are understandable and answerable to most respondents and does the question 
directly measure some aspect of the research question? 
Likert-type scaled responses were the format used for measurement (Stevens, 1946).  
Likert scaling allows for both interval-level and ordinal-level statistical analyses.  Likert scales 
are common in survey research, and are particularly useful in assessing respondents’ attitudes 
(Trochim, 2006).  Each item offered a five-point Likert scale response selection.  Some items 
were negatively worded in order to avoid subjects’ tendency to respond positively to positively 
worded items, referred to as acquiescence bias (Nunnally, 1978). 
Items similar to those from existing surveys that measure the chosen domains (such as 
leadership, school climate) were included for validation purposes.  Existing surveys were 
selected based on the strength of their psychometric properties as determined by a review of 
scales’ internal consistency (0.7 or above) (Nunnally, 1978), subscale reliability (0.70 or above), 
and validity (content, construct, and criterion) (Gangi, 2010).  Surveys that were selected include 
the Practice Skills Inventory (O’Hare et al., 1998 and personal communication, July 24, 2012) 
and the Comprehensive School Climate Inventory (National School Climate Center, nd.).  
The survey produces four factors as theorized by the review of literature to contribute to a 
measure of practice effectiveness: Evidence-Based Practice, Response to Intervention, School 
Climate, and Role and Leadership.  Examples of Evidence-Based Practice items are “How many 
hours per week do you spend on Group Counseling?” and “How comfortable are you with using 
the intervention Why Try?”  Examples of Response to Intervention items are “How often do you 
access the following resources: your personal library?” and “How many hours per week do you 
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spend on classroom-based interventions?”  Examples of School Climate items are “How many 
hours per year do you spend attending school-based functions (curriculum nights, etc.)?” and 
“How strongly do you agree or disagree with the statement: I participate in extracurricular 
school-based events?”  Examples of Role and Leadership items are “How strongly do you agree 
or disagree with the statement: school personnel have a good understanding of my role?” and 
“How many hours per year do you spend presenting to faculty/staff?”   
Panel of Experts Review.  The initial pool of 81 items generated was reviewed by a 
panel of experts in order to determine the face validity of each item.  A “snowball” method was 
used to select the panel; the supervisor of the Hillsborough County Public Schools Social Work 
Department was mailed a letter of invitation to participate in the panel review and to refer other 
experts to participate (see Appendix A).  The panel consisted of 6 members, all of whom met the 
expert selection criteria: 
 Minimum of ten years in a school social work position 
 Minimum of five years in a school social work leadership position 
 Good understanding of the Response to Intervention model 
 Experienced in Evidence-Based Practice 
Panel members were invited to participate by way of a letter describing the proposed study 
forwarded to them by the supervisor of the Hillsborough County Public Schools Social Work 
Department (see Appendix B).  Included with the letter of invitation was the initial 81-item 
survey (see Appendix C) and an item rating scale asking members to identify the construct 
addressed by each item and the relative strength of the item in measuring the construct (see 
Appendix D).   
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A modified Q-technique of sorting items was used to determine which items were included in 
the pilot-test version of the survey (Carr, 1992).  This method assessed interrater reliability by 
sorting items according to domain by forced selection. Experts were then asked to review the 
items within each domain and score them on a 1-5 scale with “1” indicating that the item is a 
poor measure of the concept and “5” is a strong measure of the concept.  Items scoring below an 
average of “4” were discarded.  Reviewers were asked to consider item clarity, relevance, and 
bias when rating items (Babbie, 1990).  The survey produced for pilot testing contained 32 items, 
with an additional 7 items collecting demographic information (see Appendix E).  Following the 
pilot study data analysis, the survey was reduced to its current 28 items, 7 of which capture 
demographic information and the remaining 21 addressing the four effectiveness domains. 
Pilot Survey Administration.  Permission to pilot-test the instrument was obtained from the 
School District of Hillsborough County prior to administration (see Appendix F).  All protocols 
and communications were approved by the University of South Florida Internal Review Board 
prior to administration of survey materials (see Appendix G). 
The instrument was pilot-tested with school social workers serving Hillsborough County 
Public Schools, Florida.  This district provides an ideal sample population due to its size and 
diversity as well as its proactive approach to education reform by virtue of participating in the 
Empowering Effective Teachers initiative.  A paper version of the survey was administered 
during the district’s annual planning meeting for all school social work staff in August, 2013.  
Each staff member was provided with a verbal and written explanation of the study purpose and 
associated risks (see Appendix H).  Because the survey obtained no identifying information, no 
informed written consent was required. Participation was completely voluntary and 
compensation was not provided.  The paper surveys were completed and collected at this time (n 
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= 79). A second-wave administration of the survey was addressed electronically to staff members 
who were not present for the initial administration (n = 29).  All staff received an email on 
November 6, 2013 containing a link to the survey via Survey Monkey.  Respondents were given 
until January 1, 2014 to complete the online version.  
Setting and Participants 
 During the time period in which the survey was pilot-tested, Hillsborough County Public 
Schools employed 152 school social workers.  Of these, 142 social workers directly served 
students in schools.  The remaining 10 staff members were based in community settings and 
performed tasks that were not addressed by the Professional School Social Work Survey.   
 Survey administration took place during the first full year of school social workers’ 
modified evaluation system as developed by the Empowering Effective Teachers (EET) 
initiative.  The EET initiative for reform was made possible by a grant provided to the district by 
the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation.  The purpose of the EET initiative, launched in 2010, 
was to revamp teacher evaluations through multiple measures of effectiveness (HCPS, n.d.).  
School social workers were included in the initiative beginning in 2012, with revisions to the 
evaluation rubric continuing through 2014.  The district’s goal in reforming evaluation processes, 
improving professional development, and supporting effective teachers is to increase student 
achievement across the district (HCPS, n.d.). 
 School social workers serve every public school and many special programs in 
Hillsborough County.  The district is the eighth largest in the United States and serves over 
206,000 students in 250 schools.  Students represent a diverse population:  40% of students are 
white, 29% are Hispanic, 21% are black, and 3% are Asian (USDOE, n.d.).  Almost 60% of all 
students are eligible for free or reduced lunch.  In addition to elementary, middle, and high 
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schools, students are also served in non-traditional programs including migrant services, teen 
parent programs, ESE centers, and alternative education programs.   
 School social workers in Hillsborough County meet as a department prior to the start of 
each school year.  It was during the 2013-2014 school year pre-planning department meeting that 
the pilot test stage of survey development was presented to attending staff.  Attendance records 
indicated that approximately 80% percent of the staff was present.  Of the 131 staff members in 
attendance, 79 returned paper surveys at that time, producing an initial response rate of 60%. 
Staff received both verbal and written descriptions of the study along with expected risks and 
length of time for completion.  The subsequent electronic version of the survey yielded an 
additional 29 completed surveys, increasing the total response rate to 76%. 
Data Collection 
 Data were collected by the researcher and remained in a secure location accessible only 
to the researcher for the duration of the research project.  Data were collected in two waves; the 
first administration was paper-and-pencil, taking place during a district wide staff meeting of 
school social workers in Hillsborough County. This venue was selected in order to maximize the 
response rate, and participants were provided with sufficient time to complete the survey in 
entirety. The voluntary nature of the study was explained, and receptacles were made available to 
participants at two physical locations within the meeting room.  The second administration was 
addressed to staff not present at the initial administration and offered an electronic link to an 
online version of the survey.  The software utilized for the electronic administration was Survey 
Monkey.  Participants were given a window of two months in which to complete the online 
survey and an email reminder was sent within that time frame.  Data were downloaded from 
Survey Monkey and imported to an Excel spreadsheet.  Data from the paper-and-pencil 
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administration were entered on the Excel spreadsheet by the researcher.  The data were then 
imported to SPSS 22.0 for analysis.  No identifying information was included in the survey; one 
survey that contained identifying information hand-written by the respondent was excluded from 
data analysis.   
Data Analysis 
The validity and reliability of the Professional School Social Work Survey were 
evaluated using pilot-test data.  The response rate from both survey administrations was 76% (N 
= 108) of full-time school-based social workers serving Hillsborough County Public Schools.  A 
total of 105 (N = 105) surveys were included in the analysis.  Three surveys were excluded from 
analysis: one survey was excluded due to having identifying information written onto it by the 
subject and two additional surveys contained missing data.  A fourth survey, missing a response 
to one item, was included in the analysis with the missing data replaced by the item mean 
(Mertler & Vannatta, 2005).  The Likert-type responses were converted to a 1-5 scale, with 1 
representing responses of “None,” “Never,” “Strongly Disagree” or “Not at all” and 5 
representing responses of “12+ hours,” Daily,” “Strongly Agree,” or “Very.”  All negatively 
worded questions were reverse coded.  
Statistical analysis was performed using SPSS software version 22.0.  Data were screened 
for multivariate outliers using Mahalanobis distance (Mertler & Vannatta, 2005); no outliers 
were identified.    A Kaiser-Meyer Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was computed to 
determine the adequacy of inter-item correlations for factor analysis; the resulting KMO 0.715 
was accepted as adequate (Spicer, 2005).   
One item was removed from statistical analysis prior to conducting factor analysis.  The 
question “How comfortable are you with using another intervention” with a write-in option for 
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the name of the intervention presented a challenge to analysis in that very few respondents 
answered the question.  In addition, several respondents indicated comfort with an intervention 
but did not indicate the type of intervention. 
Principal component analysis with a varimax rotation (Mertler & Vannatta, 2005; Spicer, 
2005) was performed to extract an initial solution from the remaining 31 items.  The Kaiser 
criterion (1960) (i.e., Eigenvalues greater than 1) and examination of the scree plot revealed an 
initial solution of 11 factors accounting for 72.45% of total variance. Examination of the 11 
factors and a comparison of the theorized item loadings to actual item loadings indicated that a 
forced reduction of components was justified.  Two components included all of the survey’s 
negatively-worded items, which is a method effect caused by participants’ different response to 
positively and negatively worded items (Sliter & Zickar, 2014).  A third factor was variable-
specific in that it included only one item. However, because this factor contributed to 3.32% of 
the total variance, it was included in subsequent factor analyses.  In the initial analysis, every 
item loaded at a minimum of .40 on at least one domain. Four items loaded on two different 
factors, but were retained for subsequent analysis.  
A second factor analysis was run with a fixed number of 8 factors to be extracted.  As in 
the initial analysis, all negatively worded items loaded on two factors.  Two additional factors 
contained only two items and both contained items that loaded on two factors.  In order to 
address both the measurement artifact of negatively worded items and construct overlap, factor 
analyses were run with fixed factors of 3, 4, and 5 for extraction.  Following these analyses, 
items that consistently did not load and those that were factorally complex were eliminated from 
the analysis (Spicer, 2005).   A comparison of the analyses indicated that a 4-factor extraction 
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was most consistent with the theorized domains as identified by expert-panel review and the 
review of literature. 
Finally, to further address the benefit of removing items that did not load or that 
demonstrated factoral complexity, reliability analyses were performed to determine the internal 
consistencies of the items remaining within each of the four factors. The final scale length was 
determined based upon the items that produced high-loading variables within each of the four 
constructs.  The final scale consists of 21 items in addition to the seven items that collect 
demographic data (see Appendix I).  The final 28-item scale balances respondent burden (time 
requirement to complete the survey) with instrument reliability (DeVellis, 2003). 
Interscale correlations were examined to determine whether the four domains were 
unique.  Scale totals were computed for each respondent and correlations between subscales 
were established.  A correlation matrix indicated strong positive correlation (p <.01) in half of 
the cases and moderate correlation (p < .05) in the remainder. Interitem correlations were also 
examined to assess the unique contribution of each item within the four subscales, each 
producing an acceptable unique contribution to the subscale. 
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Chapter Four 
Results 
Expert Panel 
 A panel of six experts in the field of school social work and working for Hillsborough 
County Public Schools reviewed the initial 81-item version of the survey.  A modified Q-
technique of forced selection was used to sort items into one of the four theorized domains.   
Items that did not fall under the same domain according to at least four of the six reviewers were 
discarded.  Experts rated each item on a Likert-type 5-point scale with “1” indicating that the 
item was a poor measure of the concept and “5” indicating the item was a strong measure of the 
concept.  Any item averaging below a 4 from all panel members was discarded.  By these 
methods, the survey was reduced to 32 items with an additional 7 items collecting demographic 
information.   
Sample Characteristics 
 The population selected for pilot testing the instrument consisted of a potential pool of 
142 full-time school-based social workers serving students in Hillsborough County Public 
Schools.  The number of surveys collected following two administrations was 108, a return rate 
of 76%.  The initial paper and pencil administration yielded a response rate of 60% (n = 79); the 
subsequent electronic administration produced an additional 29 completed surveys.  No 
significant demographic differences were noted between the two administrations.  Due to two 
surveys being incomplete and a third containing identifying information, 105 surveys were 
included in the data analysis.  Table 1 describes the demographic information collected from 
 36 
 
survey respondents.  Because surveys in school social work consistently indicate that the 
majority of school social workers are female and white (Allen-Meares, 1994; Costin, 1969; 
Kelley et al., 2010a; Whittlesey-Jerome, 2013), that information was not collected from this 
sample.  
Table 1  
Sample Demographics: Education, Licensure, and Experience 
 Number Percentage 
Licensed in Florida   
     Yes 34 32 
     No 71 68 
Licensed in Another State   
     Yes 13 12 
     No 92 88 
Highest Degree Earned   
     BSW 3 3 
     MSW 98 93 
     Ph.D 3 3 
     Other 1 1 
Years as a SSW   
     0-5 29 28 
     6-10 22 21 
     11-15 16 15 
     16-20 12 11 
      20+ 26 25 
 
The majority of school social workers in Hillsborough County Public Schools hold 
Masters degrees and just over a third of them are licensed by the state of Florida.  An additional 
12% of respondents have been licensed in a state other than Florida.  Half of respondents have 
worked in the field of school social work for 10 years or less and half have worked in the field 
for 11 years or more.  One fourth of the respondents have been practicing for over 20 years. 
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Table 2 describes some characteristics of the schools served by the respondents.  The 
diversity of programs in Hillsborough County Public Schools is reflected in the demographics, 
with 40% of respondents serving children in preschool-age such as Head Start and Early 
Exceptional Learning Programs.  School social workers serving adult students (8%) do so in 
alternative education settings and exceptional education centers.  Title I schools, served by over 
70% of the responding school social workers, are those provided with supplemental federal 
funding because at least 75% of enrolled students qualify for free or reduced price meals.  
Currently, 164 schools in Hillsborough County receive Title I funds (HCPS, n.d.). 
Table 2  
Sample Demographics: Schools Served 
 Number Percentage 
Number of schools served   
     1 30 29 
     2 34 32 
     3 30 29 
     5+ 11 10 
Serve Title I School(s)   
     Yes 74 71 
     No 31 29 
Grade levels served   
     PreK 46 44* 
     K-5 84 80* 
     6-8 53 51* 
     9-12 46 44* 
     Adults 8 8* 
* Staff serve multiple schools and grade levels; percentages represent multi-school assignments 
Factor Analysis 
 Exploratory factor analyses were conducted using principal component analysis to 
determine whether the survey captured the hypothesized four domains of Evidence Based 
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Practice, Response to Intervention, Role and Leadership, and School Climate.  A Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin measure of sampling adequacy (KMO=.715) indicated that factor analysis was appropriate 
as it is above the standard minimum of .6 and within the range of .7-.8 considered “good” 
(Hutcheson & Sofroniou, 1999).  The initial analysis based on Kaiser criteria of eigenvalues 
great than 1 yielded 11 factors. The forced reduction of factors containing negatively-worded 
items and elimination of items that were factorally complex (i.e. items loading on multiple 
factors) resulted in a 4-factor instrument of 27 items.  Table 3 summarizes the resulting four 
factors, which account for nearly 44% of the total variance in overall survey scores.  Items were 
considered as loading on a factor if they had a loading of at least .40.  Interpretation of the 
solution was based on a Varimax rotation.  These items are detailed in Table 4. 
Table 3   
Summary of 4-Factor Variance 
Factor No. of Items Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative 
Variance 
1 10 4.243 13.687 13.687 
2 10 4.090 13.192 26.879 
3 5 2.727 8.798 35.677 
4 5 2.445 7.887 43.564 
  
Factor 1 included seven items that addressed the use of evidence-based practices.  Items 
23, 24, 25, and 26 address the use of specific behavioral interventions commonly available to 
school social workers in Hillsborough County Public Schools.  Items 37, 38 and 39 specify the 
use of evidence-based practice in general.  Every item written to capture use of evidence-based 
practice loaded on Factor 1.  An additional item loaded on factor 1 with factors less than .40 and 
was discarded (item 34, which was theorized to address Role and Leadership).  Items clustering 
on Factor 2 addressed practices that fall under a Response to Intervention framework.  Items 11, 
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12, 13, 14, 17, and 18 address practices that are identified as components of effective RtI 
implementation.  Of these, item 17 was the only one of three questions written to reflect items 
found on the Practice Skills Inventory (O’Hare, 1998) that loaded as expected; the remaining two 
(items 15 and 16) were among those loading across two domains and subsequently discarded.  
Additional items loading on factor 2 were theorized to fall under Role and Leadership, but were 
determined to be unclear.  These items, 19, 20, and 21, addressed participation in the teams that 
typically implement RtI in Hillsborough County Public Schools.  Because these items loaded 
relatively highly at .59 and above, they were rewritten for the final version of the survey.   
 Factor 3 included four items that clustered around the concept of School Climate.  Item 9 
addressed frequency of consultation with professional colleagues.  Items 31, 32, and 35 
addressed participation in school-sponsored activities.  These were the three items written to 
reflect the dimensions of school climate measured by the Comprehensive School Climate 
Inventory.  Three additional items that were theorized to fall under Factor 3 did not load 
adequately on any of the four factors and were discarded (questions 10, 33, and 34).   
 Factor 4 included three items that clustered around the construct of Roles and Leadership.  
Items 28, 29, and 30 addressed the presentation of trainings to colleagues and families.  As stated 
previously, three additional items theorized to fall under the construct of Role and Leadership 
instead loaded in Factor 2, Response to Intervention (items 19, 20, and 21) and one additional 
item failed to load (item 8). 
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Table 4   
Item Factor Loading with Varimax Rotation  
Item  Factor1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 
9 Peer   .416  
11Library  .530   
12 Online  .695   
13 IntCent  .668   
14 Toolbox  .544   
15 Group .462    
16 Individual .475    
17 ESE  .527   
18 Research  .585   
19 MTSS  .568   
20 FBA/BIP  .666   
21 CST  .575   
22 Data .406    
23 Why_Try .717    
24 MI_recode .681    
25 Achieve_recode .548    
26 Skillstreaming .658    
28 Faculty    .779 
29 Colleague    .813 
30 Trainings    .542 
31 FunctionsSch   .783  
32 FunctionsComm   .843  
35 Extracurricular   .711  
36 UseData .541    
37 Scale_recode .465    
38 EBIuse_recode .618    
39 EBIfind_recode .643    
  
Note. Factor 1 is Evidence Based Practice, Factor 2 is Response to Intervention, Factor 3 is 
School Climate, and Factor 4 is Role and Leadership. 
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 An analysis of interscale correlations for the four subscales revealed some variability in 
correlation.  Table 5 represents the correlation matrix of the subscales.  Strong correlations (p < 
.010) were evident between Evidence Based Practice and Response to Intervention, Evidence-
Based Practice and Role and Leadership, and Role and Leadership and School Climate.  
Moderate correlations (p < .05) were evident between Evidence-Based Practice and School 
Climate, Response to Intervention and School Climate, and Response to Intervention and Role 
and Leadership. 
Table 5 
Subscale Correlation Matrix 
Subscale 1 2 3 4 
1. Evidence Based Practice - .501** .220* .279** 
2. Response to Intervention  - .244* .211* 
3. School Climate   - .282** 
4. Role and Leadership    - 
Note. * p < .05; ** p < .01 
 
Item Analysis 
In order to further investigate the benefit of removing items, reliability of the items 
loading within each factor was determined using Cronbach’s alpha.  For Factor 1, Evidence 
Based Practice, a Cronbach’s Alpha of .815 indicated a high level of internal consistency for 
this subscale.  The item-total statistics supported retaining each of the items in this subscale.   
For Factor 2, Response to Intervention, a Cronbach’s Alpha of .792 also indicated a high level 
of internal consistency for this subscale.  The item-total statistics supported retaining each of the 
items in this subscale.  For Factor 3, School Climate, a Cronbach’s Alpha of .676 indicated an 
acceptable level of internal consistency for this subscale.  However, the item-total statistics 
revealed that Cronbach’s Alpha would increase to .735 with the removal of one item (question 
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10, “How often do you access the following resources: school administration?”).  For Factor 4, 
Role and Leadership, a Cronbach’s Alpha of .598 indicates a level of internal consistency just 
below acceptable for this subscale.  However, the item-total statistics revealed that Cronbach’s 
Alpha would increase to .726 with the removal of two items (question 33, “I actively encourage 
families to engage in school activities” and question 34, “School personnel have a good 
understanding of my role”).  Tables 6 through 9 each show that the subscales measuring 
evidence-based practice and response to intervention produced good levels of reliability.  For 
subscales measuring school climate and role and leadership, reliability was improved with the 
removal of one question within each subscale. 
Table 6  
 Item Deletion Analysis for Subscale 1, Evidence-Based Practice (Cronbach’s Alpha = .815) 
Question Scale 
mean if 
item 
deleted 
Scale 
variance if 
item deleted 
Corrected 
item-total 
correlation 
Squared 
multiple 
correlation 
Cronbach’s 
alpha if item 
deleted 
15 * 26.89 38.179 .369 .198 .811 
16 * 25.99 35.029 .429 .248 .806 
23  26.45 31.634 .541 .371 .795 
24  25.61 30.740 .585 .359 .789 
25  27.07 36.755 .390 .386 .809 
26  26.68 32.663 .539 .425 .794 
36 * 24.31 36.641 .490 .360 .801 
37  24.72 34.548 .487 .491 .799 
38  24.64 35.195 .606 .512 .791 
39  24.88 33.706 .607 .553 .787 
Note. *Item deleted from final scale version 
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Table 7  
 Item Deletion Analysis for Subscale 2, Response to Intervention (Cronbach’s Alpha = .792) 
 
Question Scale mean 
if item 
deleted 
Scale 
variance if 
item deleted 
Corrected 
item-total 
correlation 
Squared 
multiple 
correlation 
Cronbach’s 
alpha if item 
deleted 
11  17.94 18.206 .497 .270 .775 
12  17.84 17.522 .545 .387 .768 
13  18.83 19.250 .605 .463 .755 
14  18.60 20.065 .477 .355 .722 
17  19.02 21.352 .428 .245 .778 
18 * 18.68 22.645 .413 .287 .782 
19 ** 18.39 21.454 .509 .572 .771 
20 ** 18.71 21.229 .585 .609 .766 
21 ** 18.47 21.332 .539 .651 .769 
22 * 18.47 23.043 .227 .179 .796 
Note. *Item deleted from final scale version; **Item rewritten for final scale version 
 
Table 8 
 Item Deletion Analysis for Subscale 3, School Climate (Cronbach’s Alpha = .676) 
 
Question Scale mean 
if item 
deleted 
Scale 
variance if 
item deleted 
Corrected 
item-total 
correlation 
Squared 
multiple 
correlation 
Cronbach’s 
alpha if item 
deleted 
9  13.53 11.059 .301 .131 .675 
10 * 14.22 10.865 .144 .093 .735 
31  14.77 7.505 .540 .482 .569 
32  15.56 6.845 .630 .520 .515 
35  14.37 8.255 .585 .351 .555 
Note. *Item deleted from final scale version 
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Table 9 
Item Deletion Analysis for Subscale 4, Roles and Leadership (Cronbach’s Alpha = .598) 
 
Question Scale mean 
if item 
deleted 
Scale 
variance if 
item 
deleted 
Corrected 
item-total 
correlation 
Squared 
multiple 
correlation 
Cronbach’s 
alpha if item 
deleted 
28  12.56 5.133 .579 .505 .422 
29  12.76 4.779 .454 .448 .481 
30  13.01 5.279 .415 .222 .507 
33 * 10.37 6.986 .290 .116 .580 
34 * 11.10 6.633 .112 .089 .672 
Note. *Item deleted from final scale version 
 
 The means of each subscale compared to the theoretical range possible indicate that none 
of the subscales produce a floor or ceiling effect, although School Climate neared the upper 
range.   Table 10 provides a summary of the descriptive statistics for each of the four survey 
domains as well as for the individual items within each domain. Examination of both the scale 
and item means suggests that no floor or ceiling effects are present as the mean tend to fall 
toward the middle of the theoretical range of values. A few exceptions to this are the use of data 
item in the Evidence-based Practice domain which was highly endorsed by many of the survey 
respondents and the ACHIEVE item in the same domain which tended to be somewhat 
infrequently endorsed by respondents. The ESE item in the Response to Intervention also tended 
to be less frequently endorsed by respondents. Examination of the theoretical and actual response 
ranges reveals that with two exceptions, the ACHIEVE and EBIuse items in the Evidence-based 
Practice domain, respondents use the full range of the response scale. In addition there was 
sufficient variability observed on each item. Review of the item-to-total correlations are all 
positive and in the moderate range (.40 - .60) according to Dancey and Reidy's (2004) 
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classification which is good as it indicates that each item is providing some unique information 
about that domain. The observed range of respondents’ scale scores demonstrated good 
variability and generally spanned across the theoretical scale range. The upper bound of the 
Response to Intervention scale was somewhat low but this is little attributed to the fact that the 
adoption of this approach by the district is relatively recent event.  
Scoring 
 
The Professional School Social Work Survey consists of 27-questions that comprise four 
subscales. Some subscales contain negatively worded items requiring that these items be reverse-
coded prior to calculating the subscale scores. Subscale scores are calculated by simply summing 
the items comprising that subscale. It is not recommended that a total score be calculated. Mean 
substitutions can be assigned for missing item responses, though it is recommended that a 
minimum of 70% of the items need to be answered in order to meaningfully calculate and 
interpret individual subscales with mean substitutions. The item comprising the four subscales 
are located in Table 4. 
Table 10 
 
Descriptive Statistics on Subscales and Subscale Items 
 
Subscale/Item Number 
of 
Items 
Mean SD Theoretical 
Range 
Observed 
Range 
Item-to- 
Total 
Correlation 
Alpha 
 
Evidenced-based 
Practices 
 
10 
 
28.58 
 
6.46 
 
10-50 
 
13-44 
    . 
.314* 
. 
.815 
    Group    1.70   .68 1-5 1-5 .37  
    Individual    2.59 1.09 1-5 1-5 .43  
    Why_Try    2.13 1.36 1-5 1-5 .54  
    MI_recode    2.97 1.40 1-5 1-5 .58  
    ACHIEVE_recode    1.51   .89 1-5 1-4 .39  
    Skillstreaming    1.90 1.23 1-5 1-5 .54  
    UseData    4.27   .76 1-5 1-5 .49  
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Table 10, continued 
 
Subscale/Item Number 
of 
Items 
Mean SD Subscale/Item Observed 
Range 
Item-to- 
Total 
Correlation 
Alpha 
    EBIuse_recode    3.94   .82 1-5 2-5 .61  
    EBIfind_recode    3.70 1.00 1-5 1-5 .61  
    Scale_recode    3.86 1.06 1-5 1-5 .49  
 
Response to 
Intervention 
 
10 
 
20.55 
 
4.98 
 
10-50 
 
11-39 
    
 .296* 
 
.792 
    Library    2.61 1.22 1-5 1-5 .50  
    Online    2.71 1.26 1-5 1-5 .54  
    Intcent    1.72   .90 1-5 1-5 .60  
    Toolbox    1.95   .92 1-5 1-5 .48  
    ESE    1.53   .74 1-5 1-5 .43  
    Researching    1.87  .50 1-5 1-5 .41  
    MTSS    2.16   .63 1-5 1-5 .51  
    FBA    1.84   .61 1-5 1-5 .58  
    CST    2.08   .63 1-5 1-5 .54  
    Data    2.08   .64 1-5 1-5 .23  
 
School Climate 
   
4 
 
18.11 
 
3.33 
 
4-20 
 
8-20 
    
.284* 
 
.735 
    Peer    3.90 1.02 1-5 1-5 .10  
    FunctionsSch        3.34 1.27 1-5 1-5 .57  
    FunctionsComm    2.55 1.31 1-5 1-5 .64  
    Extracurricuar    3.74 1.05 1-5 1-5 .58  
 
Role and Leadership 
  
 3 
   
  8.91 
 
1.85 
 
3-15 
 
5-15 
     
.482* 
 
.726 
    Colleague    2.39   .87 1-5 1-5 .69  
    Faculty    2.19 1.10 1-5 1-5 .57  
    Trainings    1.94 1.00 1-5 1-5 .42  
*Average inter-item correlation of scale items 
 
Research Questions 
 The present study sought to answer three research questions:   
1. To what extent do the instrument items exhibit construct validity as measured by factor analyses? 
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2. To what extent does the instrument adequately capture the domains of school social 
workers’ level of leadership (role), use of evidence-based practice, use of universal 
preventive interventions, and assessment of school climate? 
3. To what extent do the instrument items demonstrate an acceptable level of internal 
consistency reliability as measured by Cronbach’s alpha? 
The collection and analysis of the data collected during the pilot study enabled each research 
question to be evaluated.  
Question One.  Exploratory factor analyses revealed an initial 11-factor structure.  
However, correcting for negatively worded items and dropping items that did not load 
consistently and those that were factorally complex led to a 4-factor instrument of 27 items.  
Most items fell as expected into the theorized factors, but analysis indicated that some items 
should be reworded for clarity.  Therefore, the majority of the retained items did demonstrate 
construct validity. 
  Question Two.  The rotated factor matrix extracted through factor analysis of the 4-
factor structure indicated that ten items loaded on Factor 1, Evidence-Based Practice.  Of these 
ten items, seven were theorized to assess practitioners’ use of evidence-based practices. Based on 
a review of current literature, items written to assess use of evidence based practice included 
specific interventions currently endorsed by Hillsborough County Public Schools and an 
awareness of how to access and use similar interventions.  The additional three items were 
theorized to assess practitioners’ use of a Response to Intervention framework.  Ten items 
comprised Factor 2, Response to Intervention.  Of these ten items, seven were theorized to assess 
whether school social workers practice within a Response to Intervention model. These items 
were written based on both a review of RtI literature and some were adapted from an existing, 
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empirically supported practice inventory, the Practice Skills Inventory (O’Hare, 1998).  The 
remaining three items were intended to assess the roles and leadership positions school social 
workers take on in their practice.  Four items clustering on Factor 3 were all theorized to assess 
whether school social workers engaged in activities in support of a positive school climate.  An 
additional three items were theorized to assess School Climate, but did not load on any of the 
four factors and were thus discarded.  Items written to assess practitioners’ impact on positive 
school climate were adapted from an empirically supported instrument, the Comprehensive 
School Climate Inventory (NSCC, n.d.)  Three items loaded on Factor 4, Roles and Leadership.  
Each of these items was theorized to assess whether school social workers take on leadership 
roles within the schools they serve.  Items written to assess this domain were developed based on 
a review of current literature.   Three additional items that were theorized to fall within this 
factor instead fell within Factor 2, response to Intervention.  The answer to this question is that 
the instrument did a good job of capturing the domains of Evidence-Based Practice and School 
Climate use. Refining of the instrument is required in order for there to be clear distinction 
between the domains of Response to Intervention and Roles and Leadership. 
Question Three.  Cronbach’s alpha analysis of the final scale length of 27 items resulted 
in values of .789 for the Evidence-Based Practice subscale, .743 for the Response to Intervention 
subscale, .804 for the School Climate subscale, and .784 for the Roles and Leadership subscale.  
These values indicate that the final instrument has good internal consistency reliability. 
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Chapter 5 
Discussion 
Summary of the Present Study 
The purpose of the present study was to design, evaluate, and pilot test a survey 
instrument for use by school social workers to self-assess the effectiveness of practice tasks and 
roles within the host educational setting.  The instrument developed during this study is a self-
assessment tool that was made available in both web-based and paper/pencil formats.  A 
comprehensive review of current research informed the potential value of developing the self-
assessment survey, as no such instrument exists to measure the relative impact of roles and tasks 
performed by school social workers on student and school success.  To date, survey research 
with school social workers has yielded primarily descriptive data (Allen-Meares, 1994; Costin, 
1969; Kelly et al., 2010a).   
Federal legislation and professional standards dictate some of the practices required for 
effective and ethical school social work practice.  Use of evidence-based practice within a 
Response to Intervention model are regulations set forth by The Individuals with Disabilities Act 
(IDEA), with an emphasis on accountability; a  thorough review of current literature revealed the 
impact of contributing to a positive school climate and assuming leadership roles on the 
effectiveness of school social work practice.  Assessing the extent to which practitioners are 
demonstrating skills and performing tasks in these four domains can be a vital tool in measuring 
effectiveness as well as determining needs in the areas of school social work education and 
preparation as well as professional development. 
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The Hillsborough County Public School district is undergoing a vast process of reform 
affecting all educational professionals, making it an ideal setting for pilot testing the developed 
self-assessment instrument.  New evaluation procedures clearly delineate the expectations of 
effective practice, including that of school social workers.  Social workers serving Hillsborough 
County Public Schools serve a diverse population of students in a variety of host educational 
settings.  Participants in this study (N=105) were representative of the field in level of 
professional degree, years in practice, rates of licensure, numbers of schools served,  and grade 
levels served (Kelley, 2010A). 
Survey Effectiveness 
The current exploratory study sought to develop and pilot test a survey that demonstrates 
validity and reliability.  The three research questions this study posed were: 
1. To what extent do the instrument items exhibit construct validity as measured by 
factor analyses? 
2. To what extent does the instrument adequately capture the domains of school social 
workers’ level of leadership (role), use of evidence-based practice, use of universal 
preventive interventions, and assessment of school climate? 
3. To what extent do the instrument items demonstrate an acceptable level of internal 
consistency reliability as measured by Cronbach’s alpha? 
The data collected from a pilot administration of the survey indicate that the instrument, with 
some revision, will provide practitioners with a brief but effective method of self-assessment.   
 Although additional administration of the Professional School Social Work Survey is 
necessary in order to assess its psychometric properties, the instrument does demonstrate the 
potential to be a valid and reliable tool for measuring effectiveness of practice.  The survey’s 
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theorized four subscales were predominantly supported by exploratory factor analysis.  The 
removal of selected items due to factoral complexity or failure to load adequately was confirmed 
by reliability analyses.  
The initial factor analysis yielded 11 factors. Adjusting for negatively-worded items and 
dropping items that did not load consistently in addition to those that were factorally complex 
yielded 4 factors explaining almost 44% of the total variance.  Results of the analyses indicated 
that the survey items fell predominantly within the four theorized domains, with some overlap 
and several questions failing to load on any domain.  Reliability analyses of items within the four 
subscales resulted in removal of one item each from subscales School Climate and Roles and 
Leadership.    
 Use of Evidence-Based Practice was the domain most adequately captured by the survey 
instrument.  Of the ten items that initially loaded on domain 1, seven of them were items written 
to capture use of Evidence-Based Practice.  The additional three items loading on domain 1 were 
items intended to address practices consistent with a Response to Intervention practice model.  
Of the nine items initially loading on domain 2, six of them were written to address practices 
consistent with a Response to Intervention practice model and the additional three were written 
to address whether school social workers were taking on leadership roles within the host 
educational setting (domain 4).  Only domain 3 consisted entirely of items written to address the 
activities school social workers may do to positively impact school climate.  However, three 
additional items expected to load on the School Climate domain failed to load on any domain. 
The reason for this overlap lies in the lack of distinction between Response to 
Intervention as a theory and as a practice.  A practice model that utilizes an RtI framework will 
include use of evidence-based practices, will require participation on teams, and will foster 
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collaboration with peers, colleagues, and stakeholders.  These behaviors are at the core of RtI 
theory.  In contrast, RtI practices were conceptualized as those tasks and skills that are specific 
components of RtI as mandated by federal legislation.  Because this distinction was a result of 
the expert panel review, it may be surmised that school social work administrators have a 
different perspective on RtI theory and practice than do practicing school-based social workers. 
A review of current literature indicates that use of evidence based practices has been 
embraced by the field of social work in general for some time. Evidence based interventions are 
in fact mandated by federal law in the school setting.  The survey items written to assess use of 
evidence based practices by the sample population adequately captured this domain, as most 
items named specific interventions and practices with which most respondents would be 
reasonably familiar.   
However, emphasis on school climate as a targeted area for educational reform is 
relatively recent (Hopson & Lawson, 2011).  The survey items written to assess school social 
workers’ impact on positive school climate were strengthened by their similarity to items within 
an existing survey, the Comprehensive School Climate Inventory (NSCC, n.d.).  Items that were 
written to address practice-specific activities, such as family engagement, proved to be weaker 
items in the survey.  Whether this is a function of item wording or individual practices requires 
further investigation.   
The area of school social workers’ roles and leadership was the most ambiguous domain 
measured by the survey.  Social work literature indicates that role definition is a pervasive 
challenge within the profession (Brekke, 2014; Morris, 2008; O’Reilly, 1960); the failure of 
several items theorized to measure this domain to adequately do so may be indicative of this 
challenge.  Existing surveys consistently reveal that school social workers perform a wide variety 
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of tasks, but do not typically assume leadership roles.  For the final version of the current survey, 
three items intended to measure leadership roles were rewritten as one item addressing 
leadership team involvement; question 15 in the final survey version asks “How many hours per 
week do you spend participating in school-based team meetings?’  This language is less specific 
than the three questions it replaced, thus potentially broadening respondents’ understanding of 
the question being asked.  The previous questions specified teams that not all schools identify in 
the same way; thus it is theorized that practitioners likely participated in such teams, but did not 
know them by the more specific names (“RtI/MTSS”, “FBA”, and “CST/IEP” teams) used on 
the pilot study version of the survey. 
Future adaptations of the survey should look to strengthening the two subscales that did 
not load as theorized.  The school climate subscale in future edifications of the survey may 
include additional items similar to those on the Comprehensive School Climate Survey.  The role 
and leadership domain may be strengthened by the inclusion of items that more comprehensively 
capture the kinds of leadership roles school social workers are actually assuming, as opposed to 
those defined by educational professionals.  For example, school social workers may not be 
leading trainings or making presentations to faculty and staff, but they may be active on 
department-level committees.  The current survey’s measurement of leadership at the school 
level neglected several other leadership areas available to school social workers. 
Results from the pilot study allow for cautious interpretation of school social worker 
effectiveness.  Subscale averages, established through arithmetic means of individuals’ scores as 
seen in Table 10, permit interpretation of subscale scores based on values of 1-5 point likert 
scaling.  Higher values represent higher competency and greater overall effectiveness within 
subscales.  A lower score translates to a lower level of competence and overall effectiveness.  An 
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individual’s score below the arithmetic mean within each subscale would indicate an area 
needing improvement or a focus area for professional development.  In addition, each item 
obtaining a score below 3, the median value for each item, would also indicate a specific area 
needing improvement. 
Limitations 
There were several limitations to the current study.  First, the inherent conceptual 
overlaps of the constructs measured present a challenge in terms of differentiation and specificity 
in the survey developed during this study.  The constructs that the survey was designed to assess 
are components of effective school-based social work practice and reflect the values of the 
educational system.  Because all of the tasks and skills assessed fall under the theoretical 
umbrella of Response to Intervention, distinguishing constructs with exploratory factor analysis 
proved the need for some refinement of the survey items. 
Secondly, while the KMO was .715, the sampling size for this study was fairly small for 
exploratory factor analysis.  The literature on recommended sample size varies according to 
expert, however the widely accepted absolute sample size theory suggests a minimum of 300 
subjects in order for factor analysis to produce precise estimates of population factors 
(MacCallum, Widaman, Zhang, & Hong, 1999).  Because this study utilized purposive sampling, 
the number of potential participants was firmly delineated and a higher response rate was 
expected.   
An additional limitation relates to the sampling strategy: this study included participants 
from a single school district in the state of Florida, limiting the ability to interpret results for a 
population of school social workers nationally.  Several qualities of this population informed the 
choice of sample population, to include the school district’s formal adoption of RtI methods and 
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being in the process of adapting evaluation criteria to meet standards set forth by the Danielson 
method (Danielson, 2007).  However, both of these circumstances also reduce the 
generalizability of the data collected by the current survey. 
Finally, because this research was original survey development, only two subscales were 
comparable to existing scales.  Survey design is an iterative process, and the present study 
represents only the beginning stages of development (Czaja & Blair, 2005).  Future 
administrations of the Professional School Social Worker Survey will provide data for a more 
psychometrically robust instrument. 
Implications for Practice 
 The potential value of a valid and reliable self-assessment tool for school social workers 
cannot be underestimated in the current atmosphere of national education reform.  Such a tool 
serves at least two primary purposes:  (1) as a measure of individual professional accountability, 
and (2) it provides a means for school social workers to demonstrate areas of strength and 
provides data for evaluation.  As a potential ancillary benefit, the instrument may serve as a 
needs assessment tool, providing school districts and schools of social work with a means of 
determining areas of need in preparing social workers for the specific expectations of school-
based social work practice and for continuing education.  As education reform efforts continue 
and accountability requirements become imbedded in evaluation criteria, school social workers 
will need the training and support to develop effective professional skills.  This training is 
currently lacking in most schools of social work (Mumm & Bye, 2011), leaving school social 
workers at a professional disadvantage.  Data collected from the Professional School Social 
Worker Survey can be used to inform the development of coursework offered by schools of 
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social work, and the development of continuing education opportunities provided by school 
districts.  
Directions for Future Research 
A great deal of research potential exists in the areas of utilizing and fine-tuning the 
instrument developed by the current study.  Future administrations of the finalized Professional 
School Social Work Survey will provide more concise information regarding the psychometric 
properties of the instrument.  Although two of the survey subscales demonstrated good 
reliability, data collected from future administrations may guide decision-making in improving 
reliability of the other two domains.  Future research may also help with differentiation between 
the four domains, although the results of the current study indicate that conceptually, some 
overlap is unavoidable. 
Validity of two of the subscales (e.g., School Climate and Roles and Leadership) within 
the Professional School Social Worker Survey will benefit from further attention in future 
research.  The subscales Role and Leadership and School Climate did not maximize the 
respective constructs as theorized.  In this instance, DeVellis (2003) recommends an additional 
step in item development: asking a panel of expert reviews to suggest additional content areas 
when reviewing potential scale items.  This step was not conducted in the initial scale’s expert 
panel review, and would be recommended for future scale development.  This is particularly 
beneficial as the two domains needing improved validity are relatively unexplored in current 
research literature as they pertain to the profession of school social work.  A qualitative 
investigation may also aid in operationalizing these constructs in a more meaningful way in 
order to develop future scale items that more accurately identify skills and practices falling 
under these domains. 
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The failure of a number of items on the initial pilot-test version of the survey to load on 
theorized factors is a further area for future research.  Item analysis indicated that items with 
high levels of subjectivity (i.e., “I actively encourage families to engage in school activities” 
and “School personnel have a good understanding of my role”) reduced subscale reliability.  
The removal of these items increased reliability (from .676 to .796), but reduced subscale item 
variability.  Rewriting such items to reduce subjectivity may result in improved subscale 
psychometrics.  For example, “School personnel have a good understanding of my role” may be 
more effectively written as “School personnel have access to (brochures, faculty presentations, 
etc.) to a description of my role”. 
Larger samples from a variety of geographic areas are needed in order to establish the 
instrument’s reliability with a nationally diverse population of school social workers.  While the 
specific responsibilities of school social workers differ from state to state, previous national 
research indicates that services generally consist of direct intervention across multiple tiers of 
support (Kelly et al., 2010a).  Administrations with broader population samples will determine 
whether the instrument has an acceptable level of generalizability. 
By the same token, future administrations of the survey with a larger, less homogenous 
sample will facilitate the further development of means for the scale.  A national sampling will 
allow for establishing a more representative interpretation of scores of effectiveness.  Although 
considered adequate for the purpose of initial psychometric interpretation, the current sample of 
school social workers in Hillsborough County may not be representative of a national sample 
for the purposes of obtaining scale and subscale norms. 
While the current study produced a survey tool with promising potential, it also revealed 
other avenues for future research.  First, a closer look at how the roles held by social workers in 
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a host educational setting are evolving under current reform initiatives is warranted.  This 
research proved consistent with previous literature indicating that school social workers roles 
are continually evolving (Allen-Meares, 1994; Costin, 1969; Kelly et al., 2010a).  Updated 
research on how school social workers are adapting to the requirements set forth by adoption of 
the Danielson model is necessary in order to refine a definition of leadership (Alvarez & 
Anderson-Ketchmark, 2011). 
A second related area of future research that emerged from the current study is defining 
school climate from the perspective of school social workers and other non-instructional or 
administrative school-based professionals.  The existing survey used in this study to provide 
comparison to the researcher-generated items is constructed to assess participants’ impressions 
of school climate.  Assessing subjects’ impact on school climate is a different endeavor 
altogether.  Given the recent focus on the importance of positive school climate on educational 
outcomes (Hopson & Lee, 2011: O’Malley, Voight, Renshaw, & Eklund, 2014) the present study 
demonstrated that much more attention is warranted in this area. 
Finally, a much broader look at the impact of each of the constructs measured by the 
researcher-developed survey instrument as they relate to the overall Response to Intervention 
model is in order.  An investigation of what specific components of the RtI model are being 
utilized across a national sampling of school social workers would provide valuable insight for 
professional leadership, education, and professional development.  Data from such a study would 
serve to refine and enhance the constructs of effective school social work practice.  
 It is important to keep in mind, as the Professional School Social Worker Survey 
undergoes further development, the context within which most school social worker’s practice 
and the impact of myriad influences on school-based practice.  Oft-cited barriers to effective 
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school-based practice include time constraints, lack of resources, and a lack of understanding on 
the part of teachers and administrators about what school social work services entail (Teasley et 
al., 2012).  In addition, subjective measures of effectiveness contend with the differing values 
and priorities held by various stakeholders; school administrators, for example, may not perceive 
desirable student outcomes in precisely the same way as might school social workers (Bye, 
Shepard, Partridge & Alvarez, 2009).  Finally, the very diversity inherent to school social work 
services makes a direct correlation between effective practice and student outcomes difficult to 
assess (Alvarez, Bye, Bryant, & Mumm, 2013). 
The most appropriate purpose for the Professional School Social Worker Survey as a 
self-assessment tool lies in practitioners’ use of it as a measure of effectiveness and willingness 
to identify areas for growth (Decker et al., 2014).  The instrument cannot be used as an objective 
evaluation tool without extensive further evaluation of its validity; assessing the instrument’s 
predictive validity is a crucial area for future research and the tool cannot currently be used as an 
objective measure of school social workers’ practice effectiveness.  Interpreting data collected by 
the Professional School Social Worker Survey, as with other self-assessment tools, must include 
consideration of the complex context within which respondents practice (Sitzmann, Ely, Brown 
& Bauer, 2010). 
Conclusion 
 School social work is a professional specialty with a unique set of challenges.  The field 
was established over a century ago as an ancillary service to support public school students and 
their families (Constable, 2009).  The field has continuously evolved, and several major studies 
over the past 40 years have sought to capture precisely what tasks school social workers (Allen-
Meares, 1994; Costin, 1969; Kelly et al., 2010a).    Identifying the social worker’s role has been 
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a consistent them in social work literature as researchers attempt to define social work’s 
professional identity (Germain, 2006).   
 The present study is the first of its kind in that the objective was to develop an instrument 
that can assess the effectiveness of school social work practice.  The impetus for the 
development of the instrument was two-fold: to provide a self-assessment tool for school social 
workers and to provide a means of assessing the education and continuing education needs of 
practitioners.   
School social workers in Hillsborough County, Florida are in the process of adopting new 
evaluation protocols in which accountability criteria are imbedded.  A self-administered survey 
tool is a valuable method of self-assessment, a key aspect of accountability. In addition, data 
collected from the survey may contribute to adoption of more profession-specific accountability 
criteria.   
Research indicates that more than half of school social workers report feeling 
inadequately prepared for their roles and responsibilities, presenting a significant barrier to 
effective practice (Mumm & Bye, 2010).  Data from the survey developed during the current 
study can be utilized on the individual school district level to develop trainings for inexperienced 
school social workers as well as to support the continuing development of experienced 
practitioners in a continually evolving field.  Data from the survey administered on a state and/or 
national level may inform the development of courses or programs specific to educating Masters-
degree level social workers interested in school-based practice. 
It is no longer appropriate for research to ask the question “What do school social 
workers do?’  The answers to that question are as diverse as the practitioners and the clients they 
serve.  The purpose of the current study was to point research in the direction of improving 
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practice effectiveness and promoting self-advocacy for school social workers.  It is the 
researcher’s hope that the profession of school social work will continue to evolve as an inherent 
component of quality public school education. 
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Appendix A:  Expert panel invitation, primary 
 
Catherine Randall, MSW 
July 9, 2013 
Dr. Ken Gaughan 
Supervisor of School Social Work Services 
Hillsborough County Public Schools 
1202 East Palm Ave. 
Tampa, FL  33605 
Dear Dr. Gaughan: 
I am currently a Ph.D. candidate at the University of South Florida School of Social work.  As 
part of my dissertation research, I am in the process of developing the Professional School Social 
Worker Survey (PSSWS) as part of my dissertation.  This scale will measure the extent to which 
school social workers are using skills and practices that are associated with effective practice.  
The instrument will measure effectiveness on four domains: 1) use of practices consistent with a 
Response to Intervention framework (RtI); 2) use of evidence-based practices (EBP); 3) 
assumption of leadership roles within the school community (RL); and 4) actions that impact a 
positive school climate (SC). 
The purpose of this letter is to invite you to participate in an expert panel to review the initial 
instrument for internal validity.  I am asking you to review the proposed items and comment on 
how accurately the items reflect the four domains of effective practice.  I am enclosing a copy of 
the proposed items, an instruction sheet, an item review form, and a self-addressed return 
envelope. 
In addition, I am asking you to refer colleagues who may have the expertise and interest in 
participating on the panel of experts.  I have enclosed additional copies of the review materials 
for you to distribute at your professional discretion. 
Your participation is invaluable to the development of this instrument, and I thank you in 
advance for your time and support of this research. 
Sincerely, 
Catherine Randall, MSW 
University of South Florida School of Social Work 
IRB #: Pro00009841 
catrandall@verizon.net 
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Appendix B: Expert panel invitation, secondary 
 
 
 
 
 
Catherine Randall, MSW 
catrandall@verizon.net 
July 9, 2013 
 
Dear Colleague: 
I am currently a Ph.D candidate at the University of South Florida School of Social Work.  As 
part of my dissertation research, I am in the process of developing the Professional School Social 
Worker Survey (PSSWS) as part of my dissertation.  This scale will measure the extent to which 
school social workers are using skills and practices that are associated with effective practice.  
The instrument will measure effectiveness on four domains: 1) use of practices consistent with a 
Response to Intervention framework (RtI); 2) use of evidence-based practices (EBP); 3) 
assumption of leadership roles within the school community (RL); and 4) actions that impact a 
positive school climate (SC). 
The purpose of this letter is to invite you to participate in an expert panel to review the initial 
instrument for internal validity.  I am asking you to review the proposed items and comment on 
how accurately the items reflect the four domains of effective practice.  I am enclosing a copy of 
the proposed items, an instruction sheet, an item review form, and a self-addressed return 
envelope. 
Your participation is invaluable to the development of this instrument, and I thank you in 
advance for your time and support of this research. 
Sincerely, 
Catherine Randall, MSW 
University of South Florida School of Social Work 
IRB #: Pro00009841 
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Appendix C:  Preliminary survey instrument 
 
The Professional School Social Worker Survey 
 
  
     
  
      
 
     
  
     
  
     
  
     
  
     
  
     
  
     
 
Demographics: 
     
1 Are you licensed in Florida? Yes No 
   
2 
Are you licensed in another 
state? 
Yes No 
   
3 Do you serve a Title I school? Yes No 
   
4 
Your highest degree 
completed: 
BSW MSW Ph.D Other:___ 
 
5 
Years you have been a school 
social worker: 
0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 20+ 
6 
How many schools do you 
currently serve? 
1 2 3 4 5+ 
7 
What grades do you serve 
(circle all that apply) 
Pre-K K-5 6-8 9-12 Adult 
  
     
       
 
How often do you consult 
with the following? 
Never 
1-2 times 
per 
month 
3-4 times 
per month 
2-3 times 
per week 
Daily 
8 Community business partners 1 2 3 4 5 
9 Community resource agencies 1 2 3 4 5 
10 Professional colleagues/peers 1 2 3 4 5 
11 Department supervisors 1 2 3 4 5 
12 School administration 1 2 3 4 5 
13 
Other Student Services 
professionals (Psychologist, 
Guidance, etc.) 
1 2 3 4 5 
  
     
 
How often do you access 
the following resources? 
Never 
1-2 times 
per 
month 
3-4 times 
per month 
2-3 times 
per week 
Daily 
The Professional School Social Worker Survey is designed to measure the extent 
to which school social workers are utilizing skills and practices that are related to 
effective practice.   Please read each statement and decide how well each 
statement applies to you in your current practice setting.  There are no right or 
wrong answers, but please mark only one answer. 
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14 NASW website 1 2 3 4 5 
15 Professional journals 1 2 3 4 5 
16 
Text: The School Services 
Sourcebook 
1 2 3 4 5 
17 Text: your personal library 1 2 3 4 5 
18 
Text: Diagnostic and Statistical 
Manual (DSM) 
1 2 3 4 5 
19 Online intervention databases 1 2 3 4 5 
20 Intervention Central 1 2 3 4 5 
21 
District Mental Health 
Toolbox 
1 2 3 4 5 
  
     
 
How many hours PER 
WEEK do you spend on the 
following activities? 
None 1-4 hours 5-8 hours 
9-12 
hours 
12+ 
hours 
22 Crisis intervention 1 2 3 4 5 
23 Resource and referral 1 2 3 4 5 
24 Group counseling 1 2 3 4 5 
25 Individual counseling 1 2 3 4 5 
26 
Classroom-based 
interventions: ESE 
1 2 3 4 5 
27 
Classroom-based 
interventions: General 
Education 
1 2 3 4 5 
28 Evaluation activities 1 2 3 4 5 
29 Team meetings 1 2 3 4 5 
30 
Administrative tasks 
("paperwork") 
1 2 3 4 5 
31 Teacher consultation 1 2 3 4 5 
32 Administrator consultation 1 2 3 4 5 
33 School-wide activities 1 2 3 4 5 
34 Home visits 1 2 3 4 5 
35 School conferences 1 2 3 4 5 
36 Leadership team meetings 1 2 3 4 5 
37 RtI/MTSS team meetings 1 2 3 4 5 
38 FBA/BIP team meetings 1 2 3 4 5 
39 
PLC/grade-level team 
meetings 
1 2 3 4 5 
40 CST/IEP team meetings 1 2 3 4 5 
41 Attendance team meetings 1 2 3 4 5 
42 
Administering 
cognitive/academic/behavior 
assessments 
1 2 3 4 5 
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43 
Reviewing school records for 
individual students 
1 2 3 4 5 
44 Reviewing school-wide data 1 2 3 4 5 
45 Graphing data 1 2 3 4 5 
46 
Updating web page, 
newsletter 
1 2 3 4 5 
  
     
 
How comfortable are you 
with using the following 
interventions? 
Very Mostly Somewhat Slightly Not at all 
47 Why Try 1 2 3 4 5 
48 
Strong Kids/Strong 
Start/Strong Teens 
1 2 3 4 5 
49 
The Tough Kid Book/Tough 
Kid Toolbox 
1 2 3 4 5 
50 Good Behavior Game 1 2 3 4 5 
51 Coping Cat 1 2 3 4 5 
52 Motivational Interviewing 1 2 3 4 5 
53 Project ACHIEVE 1 2 3 4 5 
54 Skillstreaming 1 2 3 4 5 
55 
Other:___________________
__________ 
1 2 3 4 5 
  
     
 
How many hours PER YEAR 
do you spend on the 
following activities? 
None 1-4 hours 5-8 hours 
9-12 
hours 
 12+ 
hours 
56 
Attending District-provided 
trainings 
1 2 3 4 5 
57 
Attending Department 
trainings/meetings 
1 2 3 4 5 
58 
Attending other 
trainings/workshops 
1 2 3 4 5 
59 
Presenting to school 
faculty/staff 
1 2 3 4 5 
60 
Presenting to professional 
colleagues/peers 
1 2 3 4 5 
61 
Conducting trainings for 
parents/families 
1 2 3 4 5 
62 
Attending school-based 
functions (Curriculum nights, 
etc.) 
1 2 3 4 5 
63 
Attending community-based 
functions on behalf of school 
(Spirit Nights, etc.) 
1 2 3 4 5 
 83 
 
64 Attending Conference nights 1 2 3 4 5 
  
     
 
How strongly do you agree 
or disagree with the 
following statements? 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
65 
I actively encourage families 
to engage in school activities 
1 2 3 4 5 
66 
School personnel have a good 
understanding of my role 
1 2 3 4 5 
67 
I participate in extracurricular 
school-sponsored events 
1 2 3 4 5 
68 
I advocate for school 
resources on behalf of 
students on my caseload 
1 2 3 4 5 
69 
I help plan and/or implement 
a schoolwide behavior plan 
1 2 3 4 5 
70 
I enjoy working on teams with 
school staff 
1 2 3 4 5 
71 
My principal supports my role 
and activities at the school 
1 2 3 4 5 
72 
Most students at my school 
know who I am  
1 2 3 4 5 
73 I am familiar with my school's 
mission and vision statement 
1 2 3 4 5 
74 It is important for school 
social workers to be 
comfortable using current 
technology 
1 2 3 4 5 
75 
It is important to use data to 
determine what progress the 
students on my caseload are 
making 
1 2 3 4 5 
76 
It is important for school 
business partners to 
understand my role 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
How strongly do you agree 
or disagree with the 
following statements? 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
77 
My web page is a good source 
of current information 
1 2 3 4 5 
78 
I am comfortable using 
cognitive, academic, and 
behavioral rating scales 
1 2 3 4 5 
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79 
I use evidence-based 
interventions in my work with 
students  
1 2 3 4 5 
80 
I know where to find 
evidence-based interventions 
that are appropriate for my 
students 
1 2 3 4 5 
81 
I adapt existing interventions 
to better suit my students 
1 2 3 4 5 
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Appendix D:  Rating form and instructions 
 
Items   Domain              Representativeness 
                  
How often do you consult with the 
following? 
    
Poor Fair Good Excellent 
Community business partners 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Community resource agencies 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Professional colleagues/peers 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Department supervisors 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
School administration 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Other Student Services professionals 
(Psychologist, Guidance, etc.) 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
         How often do you access the following 
resources? 
        
NASW website 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Professional journals 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Text: The School Services Sourcebook 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Text: your personal library 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Text: Diagnostic and Statistical Manual 
(DSM) 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Online intervention databases 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Intervention Central 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
District Mental Health Toolbox 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
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How many hours PER WEEK do you 
spend on the following activities? 
Crisis intervention 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Resource and referral 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Group counseling 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Individual counseling 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Classroom-based interventions: ESE 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Classroom-based interventions: General 
Education 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Evaluation activities 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Team meetings 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Administrative tasks ("paperwork") 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Teacher consultation 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Administrator consultation 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
School-wide activities 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Home visits 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
School conferences 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Leadership team meetings 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
RtI/MTSS team meetings 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
FBA/BIP team meetings 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
PLC/grade-level team meetings 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
CST/IEP team meetings 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Attendance team meetings 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
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Administering 
cognitive/academic/behavior 
assessments 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Reviewing school records for individual 
students 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Reviewing school-wide data 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Graphing data 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Updating web page, newsletter 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
         How comfortable are you with using the 
following interventions? 
        
Why Try 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Strong Kids/Strong Start/Strong Teens 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
The Tough Kid Book/Tough Kid Toolbox 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Good Behavior Game 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Coping Cat 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Motivational Interviewing 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Project ACHIEVE 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Skillstreaming 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Other:____________________________
______________________________ 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
         How many hours PER YEAR do you 
spend on the following activities? 
        
Attending District-provided trainings 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Attending Department 
trainings/meetings 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Attending other trainings/workshops 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
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Presenting to school faculty/staff 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Presenting to professional 
colleagues/peers 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Conducting trainings for parents/families 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Attending school-based functions 
(Curriculum nights, etc.) 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Attending community-based functions on 
behalf of school (Spirit Nights, etc.) 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Attending Conference nights 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
         How strongly do you agree or disagree 
with the following statements? 
        I actively encourage families to engage in 
school activities 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
School personnel have a good 
understanding of my role 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
I participate in extracurricular school-
sponsored events 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
I advocate for school resources on behalf 
of students on my caseload 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
I help plan and/or implement a 
schoolwide behavior plan 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
I enjoy working on teams with school 
staff 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
My principal supports my role and 
activities at the school 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
Most students at my school know who I 
am  
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
I am familiar with my school's mission 
and vision statement 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
It is important for school social workers 
to be comfortable using current 
technology 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
It is important to use data to determine 
what progress the students on my 
caseload are making 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
It is important for school business 
partners to understand my role 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
My web page is a good source of current 
information 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
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I am comfortable using cognitive, 
academic, and behavioral rating scales 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
I use evidence-based interventions in my 
work with students  
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
I know where to find evidence-based 
interventions that are appropriate for my 
students 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
I adapt existing interventions to better 
suit my students 
RtI EBP RL SC 1 2 3 4 
 
 
 
Instruction Sheet 
 
The expert panel review of content validity consists of two concurrent activities: 
 Determining which domain is represented in each item, and 
 Assessing how well each item reflects that domain 
Please read each item with consideration to the four operational definitions provided below. 
Using the Expert Panel Review Form, for each item please mark both the domain each item 
reflects and the degree of representativeness.  Any additional comments or suggestions are 
welcome. 
 
Response to Intervention (RtI) 
A multi-tiered model that serves as the framework for organizing academic and 
behavioral interventions.  Tier one refers to universal or school-wide interventions, tier 
two refers to targeted small-group or classroom interventions, and tier three refers to 
intensive, individual interventions.  Fundamental components of the RtI framework 
include multidisciplinary team planning, data-based decision making and progress 
monitoring to measure student responsiveness and assess student strengths. 
Evidence-based practice (EBP) 
The integration of research and clinical practice, evidence-based practice includes the 
selection of interventions that have proven effective in randomized controlled studies, are 
delivered with fidelity, and lead to measurable positive outcomes.  Sources of evidence-
based interventions include professional journals, texts, and on-line databases. 
Roles and Leadership (RL) 
Leadership roles within the school setting and surrounding community that actively 
support students, families and stakeholders.  
School Climate (SC) 
Involvement in activities that positively impact the quality and character of a school as 
experienced by students, parents, and school personnel. 
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Appendix E:  Pilot study survey instrument 
 
 
The Professional School Social Worker Survey 
 
 
 
 
     
  
      
 
     
  
     
  
     
  
     
  
     
 
Demographics: 
     
1 
Are you licensed in 
Florida? 
Yes No 
   
2 
Are you licensed in 
another state? 
Yes No 
   
3 
Do you serve a Title I 
school? 
Yes No 
   
4 
Your highest degree 
completed: 
BSW MSW Ph.D Ed.D 
Other:_
__ 
5 
Years you have been a 
school social worker: 
0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 20+ 
6 
How many schools do you 
currently serve? 
1 2 3 4 5+ 
7 
What grades do you serve 
(circle all that apply) 
Pre-K K-5 6-8 9-12 Adult 
  
     
       
 
How often do you 
access the following 
resources? 
Never 
1-2 times 
per month 
3-4 times 
per month 
2-3 times 
per week 
Daily 
8 
Community Resource 
Agencies 
1 2 3 4 5 
9 
Professional colleagues 
(SSW, Psychologist, 
Guidance, School Health) 
1 2 3 4 5 
10 School administration 1 2 3 4 5 
11 Text: your personal library 1 2 3 4 5 
12 
Online intervention 
databases 
1 2 3 4 5 
13 Intervention Central 1 2 3 4 5 
14 
District Mental Health 
Toolbox 
1 2 3 4 5 
  
     
The Professional School Social Worker Survey is designed to measure the extent to which school social 
workers are utilizing  skills and practices that are related to effective practice.   Please read each 
statement and decide how well each statement applies to you in your current practice setting.  There 
are no right or wrong answers, but please mark only one answer. 
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How many hours PER 
WEEK do you spend on 
the following 
activities? 
None 1-4 hours 5-8 hours 
9-12 
hours 
12+ 
hours 
15 
Providing group 
counseling 
1 2 3 4 5 
16 
Providing individual 
counseling 
1 2 3 4 5 
17 
Delivering classroom-
based interventions: ESE 
1 2 3 4 5 
18 
Researching 
behavioral/mental health 
interventions 
1 2 3 4 5 
19 
Participating in RtI/MTSS 
team meetings 
1 2 3 4 5 
20 
Participating in FBA/BIP 
team meetings 
1 2 3 4 5 
21 
Participating in CST/IEP 
team meetings 
1 2 3 4 5 
22 
Reviewing school-wide 
data 
1 2 3 4 5 
  
     
 
How comfortable are 
you with using the 
following 
interventions? 
Very Mostly Somewhat Slightly 
Not at 
all 
23 Why Try 1 2 3 4 5 
24 Motivational Interviewing 1 2 3 4 5 
25 Project ACHIEVE 1 2 3 4 5 
26 Skillstreaming 1 2 3 4 5 
27 
Other:________________
_____________ 
1 2 3 4 5 
  
     
 
How many hours PER 
YEAR do you spend on 
the following 
activities? 
None 1-4 hours 5-8 hours 
9-12 
hours 
 12+ 
hours 
28 
Presenting to school 
faculty/staff 
1 2 3 4 5 
29 
Presenting to professional 
colleagues/peers 
1 2 3 4 5 
30 
Conducting trainings for 
parents/families 
1 2 3 4 5 
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31 
Attending school-based 
functions (Curriculum 
nights, etc.) 
1 2 3 4 5 
32 
Attending community-
based functions on behalf 
of school (Spirit Nights, 
etc.) 
1 2 3 4 5 
  
     
 
How strongly do you 
agree or disagree with 
the following 
statements? 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongl
y 
Disagre
e 
33 
I actively encourage 
families to engage in 
school activities 
1 2 3 4 5 
34 
School personnel have a 
good understanding of my 
role 
1 2 3 4 5 
35 
I participate in 
extracurricular school-
sponsored events 
1 2 3 4 5 
36 
It is important to use data 
to determine what 
progress the students on 
my caseload are making 
1 2 3 4 5 
37 
I am comfortable using 
cognitive, academic, and 
behavioral rating scales 
1 2 3 4 5 
38 
I use evidence-based 
interventions in my work 
with students  
1 2 3 4 5 
39 
I know where to find 
evidence-based 
interventions that are 
appropriate for my 
students 
1 2 3 4 5 
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Appendix F:  HCPS research approval 
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Appendix G:  USF IRB approval 
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Appendix H:  Description of the study 
 
 
Development of the Professional School Social Worker Survey: A Valid and Reliable Tool for 
Assessment and Planning 
Pro #9841 
USFIRB: (813)974.5638 
 
The attached survey is part of a research study I am conducting as a Ph.d student at the 
University of South Florida.  My name is Cat Randall and I am a PhD. student at the University 
of South Florida.  The research has led to the development of  a self-assessment instrument for 
school social workers.  This is an original survey instrument, and I am now in the pilot-testing 
stage of research.  I am asking you to complete this survey so that I can examine the quality of 
the survey in measuring important areas of providing school social work services. Your 
participation in this survey is completely voluntary.  This means that you do not have to 
complete this survey unless you want to. 
 
The purpose of this research study is to create a survey that can eventually be used by school 
social workers to assess the effectiveness of our practice.  Your responses on the current survey 
will allow me to look at whether the survey has reliability and validity in measuring several 
common areas of practice.  You will not be asked to put your name or any other identifying 
information on the survey. 
 
There are no expected risks or benefits to you for helping me with this study. The amount of time 
the survey takes to complete is expected to be 15-20 minutes.   
 
You can contact me at any time if you have any questions about the survey or the research study. 
 
Thank you for your time. 
 
Cat Randall 
Catrandall@verizon.net 
(813) 833.8688 
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Appendix I:  Final survey instrument 
 
 
The Professional School Social Worker Survey 
 
 
 
 
 
     
  
     
  
     
  
     
  
     
 
Demographics: 
     
1 Are you licensed in Florida? Yes No 
   
2 
Are you licensed in another 
state? 
Yes No 
   
3 
Do you serve a Title I 
school? 
Yes No 
   
4 
Your highest degree 
completed: 
BSW MSW Ph.D Ed.D Other:___ 
5 
Years you have been a 
school social worker: 
0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 20+ 
6 
How many schools do you 
currently serve? 
1 2 3 4 5+ 
7 
What grades do you serve 
(circle all that apply) 
Pre-K K-5 6-8 9-12 Adult 
  
     
       
 
How often do you access 
the following resources? 
Never 
1-2 times 
per 
month 
3-4 times 
per month 
2-3 times 
per week 
Daily 
8 
Professional colleagues 
(SSW, Psychologist, 
Guidance, School Health) 
1 2 3 4 5 
9 Text: your personal library 1 2 3 4 5 
10 
Online intervention 
databases 
1 2 3 4 5 
11 Intervention Central 1 2 3 4 5 
12 
District Mental Health 
Toolbox 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
 
 
The Professional School Social Worker Survey is designed to measure the extent to which school 
social workers are utilizing skills and practices that are related to effective practice.   Please read 
each statement and decide how well each statement applies to you in your current practice setting.  
There are no right or wrong answers, but please mark only one answer. 
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How many hours PER 
WEEK do you spend on 
the following activities? 
None 1-4 hours 5-8 hours 9-12 hours 
12+ 
hours 
13 
Delivering classroom-based 
interventions: ESE 
1 2 3 4 5 
14 
Researching 
behavioral/mental health 
interventions 
1 2 3 4 5 
15 
Participating in school-
based team meetings 
1 2 3 4 5 
  
     
 
How comfortable are you 
with using the following 
interventions? 
Very Mostly Somewhat Slightly Not at all 
16 Why Try 1 2 3 4 5 
17 Motivational Interviewing 1 2 3 4 5 
18 Project ACHIEVE 1 2 3 4 5 
19 Skillstreaming 1 2 3 4 5 
  
     
 
How many hours PER 
YEAR do you spend on 
the following activities? 
None 1-4 hours 5-8 hours 9-12 hours 
 12+ 
hours 
20 
Presenting to school 
faculty/staff 
1 2 3 4 5 
21 
Presenting to professional 
colleagues/peers 
1 2 3 4 5 
22 
Conducting trainings for 
parents/families 
1 2 3 4 5 
23 
Attending school-based 
functions (Curriculm nights, 
etc.) 
1 2 3 4 5 
24 
Attending community-based 
functions on behalf of 
school (Spirit Nights, etc.) 
1 2 3 4 5 
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How strongly do you 
agree or disagree with 
the following 
statements? 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
25 
I participate in 
extracurricular school-
sponsored events 
1 2 3 4 5 
26 
I am comfortable using 
cognitive, academic, and 
behavioral rating scales 
1 2 3 4 5 
27 
I use evidence-based 
interventions in my work 
with students  
1 2 3 4 5 
28 
I know where to find 
evidence-based 
interventions that are 
appropriate for my students 
1 2 3 4 5 
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Appendix J:  Permission for use of Florida’s RtI model
 
